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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 


TUESDAY,  JANUARY  23,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
JAN  1 9 2007 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Johanna  Wald  (Vice- 
President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  28.  2006  Regular  Commission  Meeting 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  November  28,  2006  Regular  Commission 
Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfaov.orq/site/sfenvironment  page. asp?id=51 142))** 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  PRESENTATION  AND  ACTION:  Informational  Presentation  to  Commission  to  consider 
and  vote  on  approving  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2007-2008 
Draft  Budget  (Explanatory  Document:  2007-08  Draft  Budget). 


5.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Controller’s  Audit  Report  - January  2007  (Explanatory 
Document:  Controller’s  Audit  Report). 

STAFF:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  and  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


STAFF:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 


6.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Resolution  endorsing  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan 
Objectives  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  (Word) 

http://web1sfaov.org/site/uploadedfiles/File%20R-2007-01  -COEEndorseSWAIeWastewaterMasterPlanQbi.doc) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 

7.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Update  on  the  Department  of  Public  Works/Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Erosion  Mitigation  Project  at  Ocean  Beach. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Frank  Filice,  Department  of  Public  Works 

8.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (Explanatory 
Document:  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/lnteraovernmentalOfficeUsePolicv.PDF)) 

STAFF:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

9.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Election  of  Officers. 

10.  INFORMATION:  Public  Notice  of  2007  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on 
the  Environment  and  Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission 
on  the  Environment  Bylaws  (Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form 

(Word)  http://web1sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/Subscriptiontoaqendas2007. doc)). 

STAFF:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


11.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

■ Communications  and  Correspondence 

■ Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 


12.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday, 
January  17,  2007  and  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on 
Wednesday,  April  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco-Center 
Conference  Room. 

13.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

• Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  Rescheduled  Meeting  of 
Tuesday,  January  16,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting 
on  Monday,  February  12,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

14.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report 

Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department 
of  the  Environment  will  give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic 
operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Climate  Division, 
Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste, 
Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 
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15.  INFORMATION:  Upcoming  City  Developments. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Frank  Filice,  Department  of  Public  Works 

16.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 

17.  INFORMATION:  New  Business 

18.  FUTURE  AGENDA  ITEMS. 

19.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

20.  ADJOURNMENT 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 
httoV/sfoov.  ora/site/sfenvironment  meeting,  asp  ?id=  1 5506.  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at 
telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish&sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a 
meeting. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject 
matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each 
agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise 
announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the 
President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the 
posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on 
an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission 
meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United 
Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to 
Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and 
Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the 
War  Memorial  Complex. 
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In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  accessibility  hotline  at  (415)  554- 
6060. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats 
of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854; 
E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task 
Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 


Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at 
www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the 
official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any 
written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments,  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled 
or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and 
the  public. 


Posted:  January  18,  2007 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 

GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 

MEETING  DATE:  January  23,  2007  ITEM  NO.  3 
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Department  of  the  Enviromrient,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 


Commercial  Recycling 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Increase  citywide  waste  prevention  and 
overall  landfill  diversion  to  75%  by  CY  2010 

$ 1,484,718 

$ 1,427,991 

Total 

$ 2,912,709 

Services 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Total 

Project  1:  Provide  information,  training  and  othe 
assistance  to  the  commercial  sector  (including 
institutional,  industrial  & municipal),  monitor  and 
work  with  service  providers,  assist  trade 
associations  and  others  to  increase  waste 
prevention,  recycling  and  composting 
participation. 

Increases  landfill  diversion,  extends 
life  of  landfill  contract,  which  reduces 
long  term  costs  to  ratepayers,  and 
provides  other  environmental  benefits 

$ 378,258 

$169,136 

$ 853,703 

$ 1,401,097 

Project  2:  Monitor  and  assist  service  providers 
to  improve  processing  technologies  and  facilities 
and  work  with  recycled  product  industry  and 
users  to  expand  end  markets  for  diverted 
materials;  assist  in  disaster  debris  recovery 
DreDaredness. 

Allows  more  types  and  quantities  of 
materials  to  be  diverted  from  landfill, 
which  conserves  resources,  reduces 
environmental  impacts  and  costs,  and 
benefits  the  local  community. 

$ 54 

$ 65,899 

$ 65,953 

Project  3:  Conduct  waste  audits  and  employee 
trainings,  provide  other  assistance  and  monitor 
and  collaborate  with  service  providers, 
custodians  and  others  to  increase  waste 
diversion  and  comply  with  the  City's  Resource 
Conservation  Ordinance. 

Increases  recycling  and  composting, 
saves  on  trash  service  costs,  and 
assists  agencies  in  meeting  ordinance 
requirements. 

$92,788 

$137,627 

$ 254,243 

$ 484,658  I 

Project  4:  Assist  Board  and  Commission  in 
developing  and  implementing  policies, 
legistration,  and  incentives  to  provide  increased 
consumer  responsibility  and  participation  in 
waste  diversion  programs  and  to  increase 
producer  responsibly  to  reduce  waste  and  the 
use  of  disposable  products. 

Helps  increase  participation  and 
compliance  with  programs  and 
increases  waste  diversion  to  enable 
City  to  achieve  75%  waste  diversion 
goal  and  extend  life  of  landfill. 
Reduces  disposable  products  and 
costs  associated  with  managing 
disposable  products. 

$ 630 

$ 69,601 

$ 70,232 

Project  5:  Promote  buying  recycled  content 
products  and  collaborate  with  commercial  sector 
and  city's  Purchasing  Department  to  leverage 
purchasing  power.  Educate  commercial  and  city 
government  employees  on  sustainable 
purchasing  choices. 

Conserves  resources  by  reducing  and 
reusing  supplies  purchased  and 
increasing  markets  for  recycled 
materials.  Provides  cost  savings  on 
trash  service,  and  increased 
awareness  of  resource  conservation 
and  sustainability  among  City 

$10,000 

$17,904 

$ 95,335 

$ 123,239 

Project  6:  Award  and  manage  grants  to  non- 
profit organizations  to  provide  critical  waste  i 

reduction,  resource  recovery  and  other  diversion,  r 

: 

Provides  resource  conservation  and 
-euse  services  in  a cost-effective 
nanner,  reducing  tonnage  sent  to 
andfill. 

$ 678,321 

$ 89,209 

$ 767,530 

$ 481,046 

S i ,063,672  I 5 lA27,99i\s  2,912.709 
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Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 


Residential  Recycling,  2007 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Increase  citywide  landfill  diversion  to  75%  by 
CY  2010 

$ 516,348 

$ 875,1 

Total 

$ 1,392,1 

Services 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Total 

Project  1:  Provide  information  and  assistance  to 
SF  residents-including  aparment  dwellers,  low 
income,  elderly,  and  non-English  speakers-to 
increase  participation  in  residential  waste 
prevention,  reuse,  recycling  and  composting; 
monitor  service  providers  and  work  with  them  to 
develop  markets  and  improve  collection 
nrnnrams 

Increases  landfill  diversion,  extends 
life  of  landfill  contract,  which  reduces 
long  term  costs  to  ratepayers,  and 
provides  other  environmental  benefits. 

$ 277,230 

$50,17S 

) $ 571,861 

$ 899,2 

Project  2:  Award  and  manage  grants  to  non- 
profit organizations  to  provide  critical  waste 
reduction,  resource  recovery  and  other  diversion. 

Provides  resource  conservation  and 
reuse  services  in  a cost-effective 
manner,  reducing  tonnage  sent  to 
landfill. 

$ 

$129,678 

$ 191,924 

$ 321,6(1 

Project  3:  Educate  students,  grades  K-12,  at 
San  Francisco  schools  on  waste  prevention, 
resource  conservation  and  earth  stewardship. 

Improves  waste  prevention  at  San 
Francisco  schools  and  residences, 
reducing  the  amount  of  material  sent 
to  landfill. 

$58,000 

$ 82,683 

$ 140,65 

Project  4:  Assist  Board  and  Commission  in 
developing  and  implementing  policies, 
legistration,  and  incentives  to  provide  increased 
consumer  responsibility  and  participation  in 
waste  diversion  programs  and  to  increase 
producer  responsibiliy  to  reduce  waste  and  the 
use  of  disposable  products. 

Increases  participation  and 
compliance  with  programs  and 
increased  waste  diversion  to  enable 
City  to  achieve  75%  waste  diversion 
goal.  Reduces  disposable  products 
and  associated  costs.  Encourages 
producers  and  consumers  to  take 
more  responsibility  for  attaining  zero 
waste  goals. 

$1,260 

$ 29,302 

$ 30,56 

Total 

$ 277,230 

$ 239,117 

$ 875,771 

$ 1,392,1  It 
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Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 


Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  2007 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Minimize  the  volume  of  toxic  products 
entering  San  Francisco's  waste  stream  by 
encouraging  toxics  reductions,  and  by 
ensuring  proper  collection,  recycling,  and 
disposal. 

$ 266,937 

$ 759.447 

Votal 

$ 1.026,384 

Services 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Totai 

Project  1:  Provide  technical  assistance, 
conduct  alternatives  assessments,  maintain 
data  on  toxics  and  alternatives;  work  with 
product  manufacturers,  employees  who  use 
chemiclas,  and  targeted  businesses  to 
promote  "environmentally  preferable 
products". 

Reduces  costs  associated  with  toxic 
waste  disposal  by  targeting  and 
reducing  toxic  chemicals  commonly  in 
use.  Pomotes  the  use  of  less  toxic 
products  thereby  protecting  the  health 
of  San  Francisco  employers, 
employees  and  guests. 

S 77,934 

i 

$ 13,274 

$ 243,510 

S 334,718 

Project  2:  Maintain  and  enhance  hazardous 
waste  reduction  and  collection  programs  for 
small  businesses,  municipal  agencies  and  for 
universal  waste. 

Provides  convenient  commercial 
toxics  recycling  opportunities  to 
decrease  improper  disposal  through 
trash  or  as  abandoned  waste. 

$ 52,080 

$ 10,219 

$ 271,269 

$ 333,568 

Project  3 • Maintain  and  improve  city  use  of 
reduced  risk  pesticides  and  environmentally 
preferable  purchasing  methods  through 
grants,  pilot  projects,  trainings,  workshops, 
product  information,  purchasing  decision 
guidance,  and  other  educational  means. 

Reduces  the  use  of  toxic  materials  in 
order  to  decrease  improper  disposal 
through  trash  and  as  abandoned 
waste. 

$ 15,000 

$ 73,982 

S 161,838 

S 250,820 

Project  4:  Coordinate  with  other  City 
departments  to  implement  the  San  Francisco 
Green  Business  Program  that  recognizes 
environmentally  responsible  business 
operations. 

Conserves  natural  resources  and 
prevents  pollution  by  encouraging 
businesses  to  adopt  environmental 
practices.  Benefits  to  the  business 
community  include  free  pollution 
prevention  audits,  technical 
assistance  on  less  toxic  alternatives 

$ 4,092 

S 14,331 

S 34,830 

S 53,253 

Project  5:  Facilitate  Healthcare  Roundtables 
to  help  medical  facilities  address 
environmental  issues  and  to  implement 
pollution  prevention  programs  in  their 
institution. 

Reduces  toxic  products  commonly  in 
use  by  hospitals,  decreasing  the 
pollution  and  costs  associated  with 
impoper  management  and  disposal  of 
these  products  as  toxic  waste. 

$ 3,581 

S 2,445 

S 48,000 

S 54,026 

Total 

$ 152,686 

$ 114.251 

S 759,447 

S 1 ,026,384 
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Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 


Residential  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  2007 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Minimize  the  volume  of  toxic  products 
entering  San  Francisco’s  waste  stream  by 
encouraging  toxics  reductions,  and  by 
ensuring  proper  collection,  recycling,  and 
disposal. 

$ 364,171 

$ 555,478 

total 

$ 919,649 

Services 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Total 

Project  1:  Provide  information  and  assistance 
to  SF  residents— including  apartment 
dwellers,  low  income,  elderly,  and  non- 
English  speakers-to  increase  participation  in 
toxic  reduction  and  recycling/disposal 
programs;  monitor  San  Francisco's 
Household  Hazardous  Waste  Collection 
Facility  and  home  collection  service;  keep 
current  with  waste-related  legal  issues. 

Reduces  toxic  products  in  daily  use, 
decreasing  the  costs  associated  with 
improper  disposal  and  of  managing 
these  products  as  toxic  waste. 

$ 202,590 

$76, 83: 

) $ 321,688 

$ 601,110 

Project  2:  Disseminate  toxics  reduction  and 
disposal  information  through  educational 
curriculum,  field  trips  & presentations 
focusing  on  home  cleaning  products,  indoor 
& outdoor  pesticides  and  personal  care 
products  and  PBTs. 

Reduces  toxic  products  at  use  in 
homes  and  schools,  decreasing  the 
costs  associated  with  improper 
disposal  and  of  managing  these 
products  as  toxic  waste. 

$ 10,406 

$ 75,532 

$ 85,938 

Project  3:  Promote  and  expand  mercury 
awareness,  disposal,  recycling  and  reduction 
programs  for  San  Francisco  residents, 
schools  and  non-English  speakers. 

Provides  convenient  mercury 
thermometer  exchange  and  recycling 
opportunities  for  mercury  containing 
devices  to  residents  and  schools  in 
order  to  decrease  improper  disposal 
through  trash  and  as  abandoned 
waste, 

$ 4,000 

$ 40,471 

$ 88,471 

Project  4:  Develop  a pharmaceutical 
collection  or  producer  responsibility/take- 
back  program.  Measure  baseline  collection 
data  and  develop  outreach  campaigns  to 
increase  the  proper  disposal  of 
pharmaceuticals. 

Provides  convenient  pharmaceutical 
waste  disposal  opportunities  for 
residents  to  decrease  improper 
disposal  through  trash  and  as 
abandoned  waste. 

$ 14,000 

$4,218 

$ 49,680 

$ 68,898 

Project  5:  Manage  and  promote  collection 
and  reductions  programs  for  universal  waste 
products,  including  batteries,  fluorescent 
lightbulbs,  latex  paint. 

Provides  convenient  household-type 
battery  recycling  opportunities  for 
residents  to  decrease  improper 
disposal  through  trash  and  as 
abandoned  waste. 

$ 25,000 

$ 1,718 

$ 52,640 

$ 59,358 

Project  6:  Promote  proper  recycling/disposal 
options  for  cell  phones  and  computers,  and  i 
other  electronic  waste  used  by  residents.  r 

( 

nforms  residents  about  proper 
■ecycling/disposal  options  for  toxic 
alectronic  waste  to  decrease  costs 
associated  with  improper  disposal. 

$ 25,000 

$ 406 

$ 15,468 

$ 15,874 

Total 

$ 280,^96 

1 S5TT7T 

$ 555.47& 

5 91^,643 
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Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 


Commercial  Green  Building,  2007 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Decreasing  landfill  and  use  of  toxic  materials 
by  improving  the  environmental  performance 
of  commercial  and  institutional  buildings. 

$ 

$ 181,37: 

Total 

$ 181.37C 

Services 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Total 

Project  1:  Provide  professional  assistance 
and  technical  support-including  training 
architects,  design  professionals  and 
facilities  managers»to  promote  technical 
components  of  green  building  materials  and 
review  building  guidelines  and  processes, 
for  commercial  and  municipal  projects. 

Decreases  tonnage  sent  to  landfill 
and  reduces  toxic  waste  by  improving 
the  environmental  performance  and 
resource  efficiency  of  commercial 
buildings.  Minimizes  waste  through 
re-use  of  buildings  and  building 
materials,  C&D  waste  diversion,  and 
use  of  recycled  content  materials. 

$ 

$ 

$ 147,265 

$ 147,265 

Project  2:  Develop  incentives,  rebates,  tools 
and  awards  to  encourage  commercial  green 
building,  including  updating  city  codes  to 
incentivize  green  building.  Develop  and 
implement  green  building  educational  and 
job  training  programs. 

Decreases  tonnage  sent  to  landfill 
and  reduces  toxic  waste  by  improving 
the  environmental  performance  and 
resource  efficiency  of  commercial 
buildings.  Creates  incentives  to 
increase  waste  diversion,  recycling, 
and  the  use  of  recycled-content 
products. 

$ 

$ 

$ 17,972 

$ 17,972 

Project  3:  Track  City  construction  projects 
and  assure  compliance  with  green  building 
requirements. 

Decreases  tonnage  sent  to  landfill 
and  reduces  toxic  waste  by  improving 
the  environmental  performance  and 
resource  efficiency  of  municipal 
buiildings.  Tracking  tools  quantify 
multiple  green  building  benefits, 
including  percentage  of  C&D  waste 
diverted  from  landfill  and  economic 
savings  from  reduced  landfill  disposal 
fees. 

$ 16,136 

$ 16,136 

$ 

$ 

$ 181,373 

$ 181,373 

Residential  Green  Building,  2007 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Decreasing  landfill  and  use  of  toxic  materials 
by  improving  the  environmental  performance 
of  buildings  in  the  course  of  their  design, 
'construction,  use  and  eventual 
deconstruction. 

$ 

$ 108,824 

1 

Total 

S 108,824 

1/17/2007 


Version  1.1 


Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Environmental  Justice,  2007 

Mitigate  and  reduce  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  collection  and  transfer  of 
residential  wastes  and  recyclable  materials 

$ 

$ 231,6 

Total 

$ 231,6 

Sen/ices 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Total 

Project  1:  Provide  financial  and  technical 
assistance,  as  well  as  solid  waste-related 
information  to  the  Southeast  community  and 
to  non-profit  organizations  serving  the 
community 

Reduces  and  prevents  pollution  and 
related  environmental  health 
concerns  by  building  neighborhood 
capacity  and  resources 

$ 115,212 

$ 115,2 

Project  2:  Improve  infrastructure,  including 
converting  garbage  trucks  to  alternative 
fuels. 

Reduces  and  prevents  pollution 
related  to  solid  waste  activities  and 
improves  environmental  health  in 
Southeast  neighborhoods 

$ 30,383 

$ 30,31 

Project  3:  Plant  trees  in  neighborhoods  in 
neighborhoods  impacted  by  recycling  and 
solid  waste  facilities. 

Mitigates  air  pollution  effects  of  refuse 
and  recycling  collection  vehicles  and 
overall  waste  disposal  operation 

$ 17,375 

$ 17,3; 

5 

5 

$ 231,615 

$ 162,9;] 
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Fiscal  2007-2008  Impound  Projects 


Residential 

Non-Salary 

Expenses 

Salary  & 
Overhead 

Environmental  Justice,  2007 

’ 

Mitigate  and  reduce  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  collection  and  transfer  of 
residential  wastes  and  recyclable  materials 

$ 

$ 

82,947; 

■ 

Total 

$ 

82,947 

! 

Services 

Benefits 

Prof 

Services 

Other  Exp 

FTE  Cost 

Total 

Project  1 : Monitor  ambient  air  in  Southeast, 
inform  area  residents  about  air  conditions, 
and  develop  mitigation  measures  to  reduce 
and  prevent  pollution  and  promote  public 
health 

Improves  air  quality  by  reducing 
emissions  from  mobile  and  stationary 
industrial  sources,  and  keeps 
residents  informed  about  air  quality 
conditions 

$ 

$ 

55,469 

$ 

55,469 

a 

Project  2:  Conduct  education  programs  on 
tree  care  in  city's  Southeast. 

Ensures  air  pollution  mitigation  by 
encouraging  local  stewardship  to  keep 
planted  trees  healthy  and  viable 

$ 

12,477 

$ 

12,477 

? 

Project  3:  Conduct  environmental  education 
programs  in  Southeast  community,  including 
coordinating  community  gardens 

Reduces  and  prevents  pollution  and 
related  environmental  health  concerns 
by  building  neighborhood  capacity  and 
resources 

$ 

$ 

15,001 

$ 

15,001  | 

. 

$ 

T"~ 

$ 

“ST5TT 

5 

82,947 
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Area 

Index  Code  |FTE 

Admin 

* mm 

5.07 

Admin  - Impound 

220005 

7.80 

EJ  - Grant 

220007 

1.15 

Energy 

2.54 

Green  Building 

1.93 

Recycling  - Impound 

220012 

16.98 

Toxics  - Impound 

220013 

9.93 

Toxics 

5422^14?  ' 1 0.75 

Outreach 

'1  Oil 

Urban  Forestry 

0.85 

Commuter  Check 

->  220027 ' 1 1.28 

Green  Building  - Impound 

220035 

2.23 

Vehicle  Incentive  Grants 

220037 

0.75 

Clean  Air 

220045 

0.83 

CPUC  Energy  Grant 

220047 

6.89 

Commuter  Benefit  Grant 

220051 

0.00 

DOC  Grant 

220056 

0.81 

Oil  Grant 

220061 

1.00 

EJ  Impound 

220073 

1.51 

C&D  Ordinance 

? 220074  1 

1.00 

EJ  USDA 

0.17 

EJ  EPA 

0.06 

63.65 

General  Total 

General 

14.68 

Impound  Total 

Impound 

38.45 

Grant  Total 

Grant 

9.52 

Off  Budget  Total 

Oil 

1.00 

63.65 

Impound  Program 

30.65 

60  %| 

Other  Program 

20.13 

40%| 

2007-2008  Impound  Overview 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-01-COE  RESOLUTION  NO. 

January  23,  2007 

[SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan  Objectives.] 

Resolution  endorsing  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan  Objectives. 

WHEREAS,  Urban  Accord  Number  21  calls  for  a reduction  in  the  volume  of  untreated 
wastewater  discharges,  the  expanded  use  of  water  recycling  and  a watershed  planning 
process  that  includes  all  affected  communities  and  is  based  on  sound  economic,  social  and 
environmental  principles;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  calls  for  minimizing 
stormwater  flows  into  the  combined  system,  striving  to  eliminate  combined  system  overflows, 
and  including  in  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan  alternative  water,  wastewater  and  stormwater 
policies  that  promote  the  most  environmentally  and  biologically  sound  methods;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  Chapter  1 of  the 
Environment  Code  on  the  Precautionary  Principle.  This  Ordinance  requires  that  all  projects 
go  through  an  alternatives  analysis  process  based  on  clean  screening  criteria;  now,  therefore 
be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  endorses  the  Wastewater 
Master  Plan  Objectives  developed  by  the  Sustainable  Watersheds  Alliance,  attached,  a 
coalition  of  San  Francisco  community  organizations;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  incorporate  Wastewater  Master  Plan 
Objectives  into  the  publicly  vetted  selection  of  criteria  in  compliance  with  the  Precautionary 
Principle  and  its  application  to  the  Wastewater  Master  planning  process. 
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I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the 
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INTER-GO  VERNMENTAL  OFFICE  USE  POLICY 


In  order  to  achieve  the  Charter  mission  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment,  we 
are  establishing  a policy  to  facilitate  the  hosting  of  staff  from  local,  state,  federal  and 
international  governmental  agencies  engaged  in  environmental  activities.  This  policy  shall  be 
effectuated  by  allowing  such  government  agencies  to  use  office  space  in  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Environment  on  a discretionary  basis  for  environmental  projects  directly  tied  to 
the  Department  of  the  Environment's  goals  and  objectives. 

The  process  for  usage  of  departmental  space  will  require  a formal  letter  of  request  to  the  Director 
of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  from  the  head  of  the  relevant  administrative  unit  of 
government.  The  Director  will  make  a determination  based  on  available  space,  time 
considerations,  and  relevance  to  department’s  mission.  The  Director  shall  inform  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  of  his/her  decision.  Any  use  of  space  will  be  reviewed  at  least 
annually. 

All  visiting  government  staff  will  be  required  to  sign  an  indemnity  waiver  holding  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  harmless  for  any  and  all  activities  and  risks. 

All  visiting  government  staff  will  only  use  city  facilities,  equipment  and  property  for  purposes 
that  comply  with  all  relevant  CCSF  rules  and  requirements  including  a prohibition  on  all 
fundraising  activities. 

All  visiting  staff  will  track  and  reimburse  the  Department  for  telephone  calls  and  photocopying. 
All  other  incremental  costs  (over  and  above  the  Department’s  annual  operating  costs)  shall  be 
paid  by  the  visiting  government  agency. 
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REQUEST  FOR  SUBSCRIPTION  TO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  NOTICES, 
AGENDAS,  or  AGENDA  PACKETS  FOR  COMMISSION  OR  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws,  Article  XIII-Requests  for 
Notice  and  Agendas  as  follows:  “A  request  from  a member  of  the  media  or  public  to  receive 
notices,  agendas,  or  agenda  packets  for  Commission  or  committee  meetings  must  be  in  writing 
and  specify  what  the  person  would  like  to  receive  and  whether  notice  by  email  is  preferred.  Such 
requests  will  be  valid  until  the  following  January.  In  January  of  each  year,  the  Commission  will 
ask  each  person  on  the  list  to  re-affirm  their  desire  to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a 
notice  on  the  Commission’s  January  agenda.” 

Current  Subscribers:  Please  advise  whether  to  continue  or  discontinue  your  subscription  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment’s  notices  and  agendas  by  sending  this  section  back  by  email  to  Monica 
Fish,  Commission  Secretary  at  the  following  email  address:  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  or  by  mail  at  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102.  Please  note  that  those 
who  do  not  reply  by  March  9,  2007  will  be  dropped  from  the  subscription  list. 

Continue  Subscription  Discontinue  Subscription 

Subscribe  to: 

Full  Commission  Operations  Committee  Policy  Committee 

New  subscribers:  please  fill  out  the  following  information: 

Name Title 

Email  Address Organization  Name 

Address 

City State Zip 

Subscribe  to: 

Full  Commission  Operations  Committee  Policy  Committee 

Please  note  that  in  order  to  conserve  paper,  email  is  the  preferred  method  of 
subscription  service. 

This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  on  January  23,  2007. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 

Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393  E-mail:  MonicaFish@sfgov.org 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
MAR  2 3 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Tuesday,  January  23,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice 

President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
called  to  order  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Vice-President  Johanna 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Mok.  Excused:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  28,  2006  Regular  Commission  Meeting 
Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Wald  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  November  28, 
2006  meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  November  28,  2006  Regular  Commission 
Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=51 142))** 
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3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  distributed  a proposal  for  planning  for  San  Francisco’s  future  landfill 
needs  (Explanatory  Document  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/NWuerfelPublicCommentLandfillProposal.pdft.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  referred 

this  item  to  the  Commission’s  Policy  Committee  for  discussion. 

A video  was  shown  on  the  Department’s  new  thirty-second  television  commercials,  one  to 
encourage  recycling  and  one  to  encourage  composting.  The  video  is  translated  into 
Spanish  and  two  dialects  of  Chinese  and  is  being  aired  on  cable  channels. 

4.  PRESENTATION  AND  ACTION:  Informational  Presentation  to  Commission  to  consider  and 
vote  on  approving  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2007-2008  Draft  Budget 
(Explanatory  Document:  2007-08  Draft  Budget  http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/DraftBudqetFY07- 

08Vers2.pdf). 

STAFF:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  an  Informational  Presentation  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  approximately  $15  million  Fiscal  Year  2007-08  Draft  Budget.  Revenues  and 
expenditures  from  the  Impound  Account,  Grants,  and  General  budgets  were  described. 

General  Budget 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  described  the  General  Budget  revenues  and  programs  that  are 
being  funded  by  other  City  departments.  The  largest  amount  of  funding  is  for  the 
Environmental  Justice  program;  next  largest  is  the  Energy  budget  predominantly  funded  by 
the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission;  third  largest  is 
Green  Building  funded  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC),  Building  Inspection,  and 
the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority.  The  Department  is  also  currently  working  with 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  develop  a Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard. 

The  seven  largest  pesticide-using  departments  fund  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
Program.  The  departments  that  have  the  greatest  responsibility  for  trees  in  the  City  fund  the 
Urban  Forestry  Program.  The  Commuter  Benefit  Program  is  a pre-tax  program  that  allows 
City  employees  to  take  advantage  of  pre-tax  commuter  benefits  paid  for  by  the  savings  that 
the  City  has  from  providing  the  benefit  to  employees.  Every  department  that  has 
participating  employees  contributes  towards  the  cost  of  running  the  program.  The  Outreach 
line  in  the  General  Budget  is  for  School  Education  Outreach  funded  by  the  SFPUC.  The 
Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recycling  program  is  to  administer  the  Construction  and 
Demolition  Ordinance  and  is  funded  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 

The  Department  Administrative  costs  are  based  on  a pro-rated  allocation  for  each  full  time 
employee  in  the  Department,  is  spread  out  evenly  across  the  programs,  and  come  from  all 
three  budget-categories.  It  was  explained  that  the  Budget  is  not  significantly  different  than 
last  years  other  than  an  increase  in  the  Green  Building  program  area. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

January  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  3 


Grants  Budget 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  described  the  Grants  Budget  funding  sources  received  to  fund 
specific  Department  programs.  It  was  explained  that  the  $6.9  million  Grants  Budget  is 
significantly  bigger  than  last  year’s.  The  largest  grant  amounts  to  $5.6  million  in  revenues 
that  comes  from  the  Peak  Energy  Program;  next  largest  is  the  California  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Board  for  oil;  followed  by  funds  received  from  the  Department  of  Conservation 
to  promote  bottle  and  can  recycling.  Funding  is  also  received  from  a number  of  sources  to 
promote  alternative  fuel  vehicles,  Prop  K for  clean  air  work,  and  a commuter  check  grant  to 
help  promote  commuter  check  programs. 

A one-time  grant  is  being  received  this  year  from  the  California  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Board  to  upgrade  the  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Facility.  The  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  are  providing 
grants  for  Environmental  Justice  programs  including  the  Farmers  Market.  CALTRANS  is 
also  providing  a grant  to  the  Environmental  Justice  program.  The  California  Integrated 
Waste  Management  Board  is  funding  a reuse  grant  to  go  to  the  Green  Building  program. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  asked  to  discuss  the  difference  between  this  year’s  and  last  year’s  budget. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  this  year’s  budget  is  twice  the  amount  of  last  years, 
and  that  the  grant  budget  was  considerably  smaller  last  year.  The  biggest  increase  in  the 
budget  is  for  the  Energy  Watch  program. 

Impound  Account 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  this  fiscal  year’s  $6,658  Impound  Account  budget  was 
set  this  past  year  by  a five-year  rate  process  and  is  comparable  to  previous  years.  The 
biggest  change  is  in  the  salary  line  item  due  to  two  factors  (1)  the  department  was  assessed 
a $200,000  cost  for  retiree  health  benefits  last  fiscal  year  that  was  not  part  of  the  five-year 
planning  process,  which  about  half  was  charged  to  the  Impound  Account  and  (2)  the  cost  of 
benefits  increased  beyond  what  was  projected.  The  Department  is  projecting  to  add  1.5 
FTE’s  to  the  Impound  Account  this  year,  one  FTE  to  Residential  Recycling  and  changing  a 
half-time  Green  Business  intern  into  full-time.  The  work  order  to  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  is  being  reduced  because  the  funds  that  were  allocated  last  year  were  for  a one-time 
allocation  that  was  based  on  savings  in  the  budget  last  year.  Most  of  the  other  budget  items 
are  the  same  as  in  the  past. 

2007-08  Impound  Five  Year  Plan  Overview 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  the  “2007-08  Impound  Five  Year  Plan  Overview” 
explanatory  document  that  compares  the  proposed  Impound  Budget  with  the  Five-Year 
Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the  overall  budget  matches  the  Five-Year  Plan  exactly.  However, 
more  money  is  being  spent  on  salaries  and  less  on  overhead,  professional  services,  and 
other  categories.  Within  each  category,  Recycling  is  projected  to  spend  less  than  what  was 
proposed  in  the  Five-Year  plan,  Toxics  slightly  more,  and  Green  Building  and  Environmental 
Justice  what  was  projected. 
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COMMISSION  VOTE:  Approved.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  Fiscal  Year  2007-08  Draft  Budget  was  approved  without 
objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King) 

5.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Controller’s  Audit  Report  - January  2007  (Explanatory 

Document:  Controller’s  Audit  Report  (PDF)  http://www.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/controlier/reports/ENV012207.pdf). 

STAFF:  Jared  Blumenfeid,  Director  and  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Mr.  Robert  Tarsia,  Audit  Manager,  Controller’s  Office,  discussed  the  Controller’s  Office 
objectives  and  scope  as  described  on  page  3 of  the  Audit.  It  was  stated  that  the  focus  was 
primarily  to  improve  business  practices  and  to  look  for  practical  recommendations  that  will 
provide  for  better  accounting  of  impound  accounts,  better  contract  and  grant  practices, 
better  reporting  on  the  results  of  grant  making  and  other  efforts  to  guide  future  spending 
decisions.  It  was  stated  that  a full  performance  audit  to  compare  the  Department’s  efforts 
and  results  with  other  cities  or  industry  best  practices  was  not  done.  Mr.  Tarsia  stated  that 
the  Audit  Report  lists  five  findings  (pages  5-21)  and  includes  21  recommendations  that  the 
Department  has  agreed  to  implement  (pages  5-21  and  C-3  throughC-8). 

Ms.  Catherine  McGuire,  Controller’s  Office  Audit  Staff,  discussed  the  Department’s  grant 
process  and  reported  that  a review  was  made  of  the  Department’s  Request  for  Proposal 
(RFP)  process,  evaluation  of  applications,  grant  monitoring,  and  grantee  evaluation. 

RFP:  It  was  stated  that  the  RFP  document  was  very  good  and  because  it  is  issued  for 
multiple  programs,  it  allows  each  recipient  of  the  announcement  to  see  all  of  the 
departments’  grant  opportunities  and  expands  the  Department’s  ability  to  garner  a broad 
range  of  applications.  It  was  recommended  that  each  program  distribute  the  RFP  in  a 
centralized  way  to  a comprehensive  list  of  applicants. 

Evaluation  of  Applications:  Ms.  McGuire  discussed  conflicts  of  interests  that  may  arise  from 
grant  evaluation  panels  that  evaluate  and  score  grantee  applications  and  then  work  closely 
with  grantees,  e.g.  conducting  site  visits  and  working  at  events  together.  It  was 
recommended  that  the  grant  evaluation  panel  be  composed  of  more  than  two  or  three 
evaluators  and  be  of  a more  diverse  group  to  mitigate  possible  conflicts  of  interest  and  to 
increase  the  robustness  of  grant-applications.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the 
Department  create  uniform  scoring-criteria  that  would  be  applicable  to  all  programs  and 
have  a separate  scoring  for  program  specific  criteria.  Ms.  McGuire  requested  that  a final 
grantee  evaluation  be  conducted  at  the  end  of  the  grant  term  to  determine  whether  the 
grantee  was  successful  and  would  be  a good  candidate  for  future  programs. 

Grant  Monitoring:  Ms.  McGuire  reported  that  grant  agreements  be  more  clearly  written  or 
sufficiently  detailed,  and  that  works  plans  and  grant  budgets  be  more  consistent  with  one 
another  so  that  grant  managers  can  better  monitor  their  grantees.  It  was  stated  that 
grantees  were  not  meeting  reporting  requirements  or  addressing  all  of  the  items  in  their 
grant  plan.  The  risk  is  that  the  department  may  be  paying  for  work  that  is  not  completed. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  the  grants  from  previous  fiscal  years  were  less  clear  than  recent 
grants.  Ms.  McGuire  stated  that  2004-05  and  2005-06  grants  were  reviewed  and  were  also 
unclear,  and  2003-04  grants  were  outside  of  the  scope  of  the  review. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  made  reference  to  the  full  list  of  the  Recommendations  that  start  on 
page  C-3  of  the  Audit  Report  and  the  Department’s  proposal  on  how  to  implement  the 
recommendations.  It  was  stated  that  one  grant  solicitation  for  the  Environmental  Justice 
program  area  has  been  redone.  The  scoring  has  also  been  redone  so  that  it  makes  more 
sense  and  is  more  align  with  the  goals.  Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  several  of  the 
recommendations  can  be  implemented  quicker  and  others  would  take  more  time  in  order  to 
build  recommended  systems  and  to  put  procedures  in  place.  It  was  stated  that  the  Director 
and  Deputy  Director  would  work  with  the  Operations  Committee  to  develop  a trackable 
implementation  schedule.  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  the  Controller’s  Office  staff  for  their 
Report. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  thanked  the  Controller’s  Office  for  the  Audit  and  stated 
that  she  looks  forward  to  the  changes  that  the  Director  has  referenced.  Ms.  Wuerfel  offered 
her  assistance  especially  in  areas  where  the  Impound  Account  has  been  cited. 

Items  7 and  8 were  heard  before  Item  6. 

6.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Resolution  endorsing  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan 
Objectives  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Resolution  and  Master  Plan  Objectives 

(PDF)  http://www.sfenvironment.com/aboutus/Dolicv/resolution/R001-07.Ddf) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  at  the  January  16,  2007  Policy  Committee  meeting  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  presented  an  update  on  the  status  of 
the  Wastewater  Master  Planning  process.  At  that  time,  Mr.  Alex  Lantsberg,  a member  of 
SWAle,  the  Sustainable  Watershed  Alliance,  requested  that  the  Commission  consider 
endorsing  a set  of  goals  and  objectives  that  the  organization  has  been  working  on  for  the 
past  six  months.  It  was  explained  that  SWAle  used  to  be  known  as  the  Alliance  for  a Clean 
Waterfront,  an  organization  that  consists  of  15-20  organizations  that  started  meeting  more 
than  ten  years  ago.  These  goals  and  objectives  are  intended  to  help  assure  that  the  Master 
Plan  Planning  process  is  based  on  sound  community-based  values.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  these  objectives  would  be  consistent  with  Urban  Accord  21  and  the 
City’s  Sustainability  Plan.  It  was  also  explained  that  the  endorsement  of  these  objectives 
and  their  incorporation  into  the  criteria  that  are  going  to  be  set  is  consistent  with  the 
Precautionary  Principle. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  summarized  the  objectives  and  indicated  that  one  of  the  most 
important  aspects  is  to  readdress  environmental  justice  issues  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point 
neighborhood.  It  was  stated  that  the  existing  sewage  storm  water  system  that  the  City  has 
places  a disproportionate  burden  on  the  southeast  community  in  terms  of  all  of  the  various 
negative  impacts  that  are  experienced  there  (e.g.  odor,  flooding,  leaks,  receiving  85%  of  the 
City’s  wastewater).  SWAle  would  like  to  see  the  relocation  of  the  digesters  to  help  alleviate 
the  environmental  injustices  that  are  now  a part  of  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan.  Other 
aspects  are  to  stop  the  discharge  of  minimally  treated  sewage  into  the  bay  and  ocean  by 
coming  up  with  low  impact  development  techniques  to  keep  stormwater  out  of  the  system. 
Other  objectives  cited  included  a watershed  based  planning  approach,  decentralized 
approach  to  how  the  City  treats  its  sewage  and  stormwater,  and  additional  methods  of 
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dealing  with  stormwater  that  have  multiple  environmental  benefits  to  include  wildlife  habitat 
and  environmental  education  that  can  be  done  in  a way  that  is  more  economically 
sustainable. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  advised  that  the  PUC  representatives  that  gave  a presentation  at  the 
January  16  Policy  Committee  meeting  stated  that  the  objectives  that  SWAle  put  forward  are 
consistent  with  their  Master  Plan  objectives. 

COMMISSION  VOTE:  Approved.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Wald  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  Resolution  endorsing  the  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan 
Objectives  was  approved  without  objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King).  Commissioner 
Gravanis  advised  that  the  adopted  Resolution  would  be  forwarded  to  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission. 

7.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Update  on  the  Department  of  Public  Works/Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Erosion  Mitigation  Project  at  Ocean  Beach. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Frank  Filice,  Department  of  Public  Works 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Mr.  Frank  Filice,  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  have  been  involved  in  Ocean 
Beach  restoration.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  has  one  of  the  largest  stretches  of 
urban  beach  in  any  city  in  the  world  and  has  been  neglected  for  a long  time.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  is  complicated  how  Ocean  Beach  is  managed  in  terms  of  the 
different  interagency  involvement  from  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA) 
to  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Mr.  Filice  has  been  effectively  dealing  with  this  issue 
for  a long  time.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  had  previously  managed  the  Ocean 
Beach  Task  Force.  Many  recommendations  were  brought  forward,  a web  site  developed, 
and  Department  staff  tried  to  make  it  a priority.  It  was  stated  that  Ocean  Beach  deserves 
attention  because  of  the  neglect  that  is  has  suffered. 

Mr.  Frank  Filice  gave  an  information  presentation  about  his  work  on  the  Ocean  Beach 
Erosion  Mitigation  Project.  A history  of  the  project  was  discussed.  It  was  stated  that  before 
the  Commission  had  a department,  in  1990,  Mr.  Filice  was  a member  of  the  Ocean  Beach 
Committee.  The  location  that  was  described  is  an  area  of  Ocean  Beach  that  is  2 14  - 3 
miles  long  that  runs  from  the  bluffs  at  Fort  Funston  north  past  the  Beach  Chalet  all  the  way 
to  Lands  End.  The  erosion  area  of  most  importance  is  south  of  Sloat  Boulevard.  The 
problem  has  existed  since  the  winter  of  1994/1995  and  there  has  been  seasonal  erosion.  In 
1996,  600  feet  of  large  boulders  were  placed  to  stop  erosion  that  was  occurring  between  two 
parking  lots.  Since  that  time,  Ocean  Beach  has  experienced  cyclical  erosion  events.  In 
1999,  there  was  a large  erosion  of  about  50  feet  of  bluff  area  along  a 300-foot  section. 

Project  Background:  Mr.  Filice  presented  background  information  for  the  past  six  to  seven 
years  on  the  project.  In  2000,  the  Mayor’s  Office  created  the  Ocean  Beach  Task  Force  with 
the  involvement  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Public  Works,  and  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC),  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  and  the  Golden 
Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA).  Ocean  Beach  is  owned  and  operated  by 
GGNRA.  The  City  has  land  site  improvements,  roads,  sewers,  and  water  pipes  inland  of 
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Ocean  Beach.  The  erosion  problem  for  the  most  part  is  a GGNRA  issue,  but  it  affects  the 
City.  It  was  stated  that  the  GGNRA  has  been  cooperative  in  allowing  the  City  to  investigate 
and  evaluate  issues  regarding  their  property. 

In  2002,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  passed  a Resolution  requesting  monitoring  of 
the  beach  and  bluff  erosions,  investigating  relocating  southbound  traffic  if  necessary, 
supporting  policies  such  as  not  placing  rock  on  the  beach,  preparing  public  notices  and 
announcements,  and  promoting  the  design  installation  of  a new  Great  Highway  alignment 
south  of  Sloat  Boulevard.  It  was  requested  that  less  costly  and  temporary  alternatives  to 
sacrificial  sand  placement  such  as  infrastructure  relocation,  restoration,  and  beach  dunes  be 
evaluated.  For  three  years,  25,000  yards  of  sand  that  was  removed  from  Angel  Island  was 
trucked  in  at  a cost  of  about  $300,000  a year.  After  the  third  year,  then  Mayor  Brown  stated 
that  other  ideas  should  be  researched.  A detour  lane  was  installed  in  case  there  was  further 
erosion  that  would  affect  the  roadway  and  a more  aggressive  maintenance  program  was 
implemented. 

Efforts  made  to  date:  Mr.  Filice  reported  that  a Task  Force  and  Stakeholders  meeting  was 
held  in  March  2005  to  evaluate  a series  of  alternatives  and  there  was  support  from  fourteen 
different  public  agencies.  The  Task  Force  is  looking  at  ways  of  effectively  moving  sand  in 
the  system  so  future  problems  are  not  created.  It  was  stated  that  the  USGS  is  providing 
technical  support  and  is  now  looking  at  the  Corps  of  Engineers  maintenance  practices  for 
keeping  the  ship  channel  open  in  order  to  move  hundreds  of  thousands  of  yards  of  sand  a 
year  out  of  the  channel  and  possibly  moving  the  sand  inland  onto  the  beach  or  near  shore. 

Mr.  Filice  reported  that  the  project  is  now  an  interagency  function  to  influence  people  to 
communicate.  It  was  stated  that  there  has  been  success  in  obtaining  appropriations  in  the 
past  to  help  the  Corps  with  their  studies  and  funding  has  been  received  from  Boating  and 
Waterways  to  begin  program  studies.  The  USGS  and  a new  funding  partner,  the  Mineral 
Management  Service,  a group  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  manages  the 
offshore  mineral  leases,  natural  gas  and  oil  leases,  will  be  further  investigating  the  sand 
movement,  identifying  coarser  grain  sands  that  will  stick  on  the  beach  better,  and  beginning 
more  scientific  investigations. 

Mr.  Peter  Mull,  Corps  of  Engineers  reported  that  from  the  Corps  perspective,  there  is  a good 
opportunity  to  utilize  the  sand  that  is  removed  from  the  federal  shipping  channel  entrance  to 
the  Bay  and  that  over  the  last  couple  of  years,  sand  has  been  placed  adjacent  to  the  Sloat 
shoreline  in  late  May,  early  June.  It  was  stated  that  means  are  being  developed  to  support 
the  natural  processes  by  placing  sand  in  the  system  so  that  the  system  can  dissipate  wave 
energy,  as  it  needs  to  during  storm  cycles.  The  Corps  is  researching  the  possibility  of 
permanently  designating  the  location  as  an  alternative  disposal  or  placement  area  for  the 
sand. 

Mr.  Mull  stated  that  the  Corps  is  using  best  sustainable  practices  and  using  sediment  to 
construct  vegetated  sand  dunes  along  that  section  of  Ocean  Beach  as  there  is  along  other 
stretches  of  the  beach.  The  sand  dunes  would  then  help  supply  the  beach  in  periods  of 
storm  activity;  the  vegetation  will  help  hold  that  in  place,  enhances  recreational 
opportunities,  and  may  even  provide  ecological  benefits  to  endangered  species  such  as  the 
Snowy  Plover. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  thanked  Mr.  Fiiice  and  Mr.  Mull  for  their  presentation  and  stated  that 
she  is  pleased  that  alternatives  are  being  pursued  to  the  hard  structure  approach  that  was 
the  only  one  talked  about  many  years  ago.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  what  the 
Commission  and  Department  could  do  to  help  with  this  effort.  Mr.  Fiiice  stated  that  minor 
Department  staff  involvement  and  future  support  from  the  Commission  would  be  helpful.  Mr. 
Mull  stated  that  with  all  of  the  priorities  that  the  federal  budget  is  facing,  it  is  important  to 
have  reminders  from  local  constituents  that  this  is  an  important  project  to  the  City  that 
supports  the  environmental  and  sustainable  approach. 

3.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (Explanatory  Document: 
Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfaov.org/site/uploadedfiles/lnterqovernmentaiOff1ceUsePolicv.PDFft 

STAFF:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  current  version  of  the  Intergovernmental  Office 
Use  Policy  is  much  more  restrictive  than  what  was  previously  proposed.  The 
Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (explanatory  document  above)  was  read. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  the  Policy  had  been  approved  by  the  City  Attorney’s  Office. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  confirmed  that  it  was  approved  by  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  and 
had  been  heard  by  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  January  meeting.  Vice-Chair  Wald 
stated  that  the  Controller’s  Office  might  ask  the  Department  how  it  is  monitoring  the  visiting 
agency’s  activities  and  for  its  relevance  to  the  Department’s  Charter.  It  was  recommended 
that  the  Department  prepare  a written  document  that  monitors  activities. 

Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  there  are  two  financial  aspects  (1)  coverage  of  telephone 
calls  and  (2)  availability  of  space.  It  was  stated  that  the  maximum  office  use  would  be  for 
one  year.  Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  case  that  led  to  this  issue  was  office  space 
use  for  the  UN  Global  Compact  who  spent  approximately  a month  in  the  office,  and  that 
other  people  were  also  using  the  space.  It  was  explained  that  office  use  is  available  as  a 
resource  for  volunteers  and  presents  no  net  increase  in  expenditure. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  is  unsure  whether  the  Controller’s  Office  would  think  that 
having  visitors  do  their  own  tracking  and  monitoring  would  be  acceptable  if  they  were  there 
for  an  extended  period  of  time.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Commission  wants  to 
make  sure  that  this  situation  was  not  giving  any  City  property  for  non-City  use.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  is  why  the  office  use  is  restricted  to  inter-governmental  agencies  as 
they  have  a prescribed  focus  of  what  they  are  doing. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  Auditor’s  concern  was  that  Impound  Account 
funds  were  being  used  appropriately  and  in  this  situation,  the  Department  is  not  paying 
anybody.  Vice-Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the  Department  monitor  the  visiting  agency’s 
activities  (e.g.  telephone  calls  and  photocopying)  instead  of  allowing  the  visiting  agency  to 

do  their  own  tracking. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  does  not  feel  that  the  Department  has 
a volunteer  policy,  and  that  the  proposed  Policy  addresses  only  the  UN  issue.  It  was  stated 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

January  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  9 


that  the  Department  could  still  be  accused  of  a gift  of  space  to  the  unit.  Ms.  Wuerfel 
discussed  an  Operations  Committee  discussion  about  additional  space  needed  on  the  third 
floor  because  of  overcrowding  issues  and  indicated  that  she  has  a hard  time  reconciling 
buying  more  space,  part  of  what  is  used  by  the  Impound  Account,  but  yet  giving  space  to 
other  people.  Ms.  Wuerfel  recommended  that  volunteers  be  allowed  to  use  office  space  but 
not  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 

COMMISSION  VOTE:  Approved.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  was  approved  without 
objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King) 

9.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Election  of  Officers.  Upon  Motion  by  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Vice-Chair  Wald  was  elected  Commission  Vice-President 
without  objection  (Absent:  Commissioner  King).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  President  Pelosi  Jr.  was  elected  as  Commission 
President  without  objection  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 

10.  INFORMATION:  Public  Notice  of  2007  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on  the 
Environment  and  Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  Bylaws  (Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form  (Word) 

httpV/webl  ■sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Subscriptiontoaqendas2QQ7.doc)). 

STAFF:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Ms.  Fish  announced  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  Article  VIII  requires 
that  a request  from  a member  of  the  media  or  public  to  receive  notices,  agendas,  or  agenda 
packets  for  Commission  or  committee  meetings  must  be  in  writing  and  specify  what  the 
person  would  like  to  receive  and  whether  notice  by  email  is  preferred.  Such  requests  will  be 
valid  until  the  following  January.  In  January  of  each  year,  the  Commission  will  ask  each 
person  on  the  list  to  re-affirm  their  desire  to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a notice 
on  the  Commission’s  January  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  this  notice  on  the  Commission's 
agenda  fulfills  the  requirement,  and  that  a Subscription  Request  Form  would  be  forwarded  to 
all  agenda  subscribers. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  asked  if  this  Bylaws  requirement  is  from  the  time  when  notices  were  sent 
by  mail  and  not  email  and  suggested  considering  revising  the  Bylaws  to  alleviate  the  work 
involved  in  this  process.  Ms.  Fish  advised  that  all  subscribers  at  this  time  with  the  exception 
of  one  receive  their  agendas  by  email.  It  was  stated  that  there  was  a lot  of  work  involved  in 
the  initial  mailing  list  updates  to  make  it  current,  but  should  not  be  as  time  consuming  at  this 
time.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  recommended  that  the  Subscription  Request  Form  could  be 
revised  to  request  that  people  respond  only  if  they  want  to  be  deleted  from  the  list  instead  of 
sending  a yearly  request.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  sending  the  request  once  a year  is 
a good  policy  in  order  to  be  more  inclusive. 

11.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/012307.doc 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

■ Communications  and  Correspondence 

■ Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 
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Ms.  Fish  presented  a Commission  Secretary  Report  reporting  on  (1)  communications  and 
correspondence  received  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  that  will  be 
hosting  a Water  Utility  Climate  Change  Summit  on  January  31  through  February  1 and  (2) 
pending  City  Ordinances  on  a permitting  process  for  Farmers  Market  and  revisions  to  the 
Healthy  Products  Healthy  Children  Ordinance  (see  Commissioner  Secretary’s  Report  web 
link  above). 

12.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

- Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday, 

January  17,  2007  and  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday, 
April  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room. 

Commissioner  Mok  reported  on  the  January  17,  2007  Operations  Committee  Meeting 
discussions  that  included  (1)  the  combined  Environmental  Justice  and  Recycling  program 
areas  Request  for  Proposal;  (2)  Environmental  Justice  Incoming  Grant  Awards  - funding 
allocation  and  timeline;  (3)  Operations  Committee  recommendation  of  approval  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Department’s  FY  2007-08  Fiscal  Year  Budget  and  Intergovernmental 
Office  Use  Policy. 

13.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  Rescheduled  Meeting  of 
Tuesday,  January  16,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on 
Monday,  February  12,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  January  16,  2007  meeting, 
heard  a presentation  and  discussion  by  Ms.  Bonnie  Jones  and  Mr.  Jon  Loiacono,  SFPUC, 
on  the  mid-phase  of  the  SFPUC  Sewer  System  Master  Plan,  which  is  in  fulfillment  of 
Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  21  which  was  selected  by  the  Commission  as  a 
priority  for  2006.  Mr.  Michael  Cohen,  Director  of  Mayor’s  Office  of  Base  Reuse  and  Real 
Estate  Development  presented  an  informational  presentation  and  discussion  on  the 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Sustainability  and  Land  Use  Plans.  The  February  12,  2007 
meeting  will  include  the  Department’s  Strategic  Plan  for  2007-2009  for  Toxics  Reduction, 
Outreach  and  Environmental  Education  and  an  agenda  item  to  discuss  and  recommend 
for  action  to  the  Commission  three  key  actions  from  the  Accords  that  the  Commission 
should  adopt  for  2007. 

14.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

httD://web1.sfaov.orci/site/uploadedfiles/DirectorsReDortJanuarv2007.doc 

Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of 
the  Environment  will  give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach  and 
Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction 
Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Director’s  Report  that  can  be  referenced  in  the 
Director’s  Report  web  link  above.  It  was  stated  that  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  introduced 
legislation  requiring  all  bags  at  supermarkets  to  be  compostable  and  Vice-Chair  Wald 
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advised  that  the  National  Resources  Defense  Council  would  be  endorsing  the 
legislation.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  not  all  information  was  received  from  the  bag 
companies  by  the  Friday  deadline,  but  once  received  would  be  put  together  in  a 
comprehensive  manner.  It  was  stated  that  one  of  the  ways  to  get  compostable  items  in 
the  green  bin  instead  of  the  black  bin  and  reach  the  75%  diversion  goal  is  to  offer  free 
compostable  bags. 

15.  INFORMATION:  Upcoming  City  Developments.  There  was  no  additional  discussion  on  this 
item. 

16.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

17.  INFORMATION:  New  Business.  There  was  no  new  business  heard  at  this  time. 

18.  FUTURE  AGENDA  ITEMS.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  at  the  last  Commission 
meeting,  a discussion  was  held  on  ways  to  promote  Treasure  Island  sustainability.  It  was 
stated  that  there  are  a number  of  other  challenges  on  Treasure  Island  such  as  energy 
conservation  and  that  there  is  no  individual  metering  in  any  of  the  residences. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  the  Commission  at  their  March  or  future  meeting 
consider  what  kinds  of  things  can  be  done  to  encourage  the  residents  of  the  island  to 
conserve  water,  gas  and  electricity  and  on  how  to  educate  people  on  what  goes  into  the 
green  and  blue  bins.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  Treasure  Island’s  Director 
of  Operations  report  on  any  new  developments.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the 
Commission  make  sure  that  the  Hunters  Point  Sustainability  Plan  does  not  fall  off  the 
Commission’s  radar  and  should  discuss  ways  to  pursue  sustainability  there  in  the  near  and 
future  term.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  that  these  issues  be  heard  at  the  March  Commission 
meeting. 

19.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

20.  ADJOURNMENT:  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:25  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 ) the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 
http://sfaov. org/site/sf environment  meeting. asp ?id=  1 5506\  or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon 
request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(o)sfaov. ora. 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  001-07-COE 
January  23,  2007 


[SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan  Objectives.] 

Resolution  endorsing  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan  Objectives. 

WHEREAS,  Urban  Accord  Number  21  calls  for  a reduction  in  the  volume  of  untreated 
wastewater  discharges,  the  expanded  use  of  water  recycling  and  a watershed  planning 
process  that  includes  all  affected  communities  and  is  based  on  sound  economic,  social  and 
environmental  principles;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  calls  for  minimizing 
stormwater  flows  into  the  combined  system,  striving  to  eliminate  combined  system  overflows, 
and  including  in  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan  alternative  water,  wastewater  and  stormwater 
policies  that  promote  the  most  environmentally  and  biologically  sound  methods;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  Chapter  1 of  the 
Environment  Code  on  the  Precautionary  Principle.  This  Ordinance  requires  that  all  projects 
go  through  an  alternatives  analysis  process  based  on  clean  screening  criteria;  now,  therefore 
be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  endorses  the  Wastewater 
Master  Plan  Objectives  developed  by  the  Sustainable  Watersheds  Alliance,  attached,  a 
coalition  of  San  Francisco  community  organizations;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  incorporate  Wastewater  Master  Plan 
Objectives  into  the  publicly  vetted  selection  of  criteria  in  compliance  with  the  Precautionary 
Principle  and  its  application  to  the  Wastewater  Master  planning  process. 
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I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its 
January  23,  2007  Meeting. 


IV  ission  Secretary 

VOTE:  (4-0  AYES)  (1  Absent) 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Mok,  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Wald 
Noes:  None 

Absent:  Commissioner  King 
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Wastewater  Master  Plan  Objectives 


SWAle  supports  the  development  of  an  environmentally  just  and  sustainable  wastewater 
program  that  recognizes  that  all  water  is  a resource.  In  viewing  the  development  of  the  SFPUC 
Wastewater  Master  Plan  through  that  lens,  the  following  priorities  become  clear: 

4 The  Plan  must  redress  the  environmental  injustices  created  by  the  last  Master  Plan, 

4 Pollutant  loading  to  the  Bay  and  Ocean  must  be  continually  and  significantly  reduced, 

4 The  volume  of  water  entering  the  system  for  treatment  must  be  minimized, 

4 A reliable  and flexible  system  is  essential  in  order  to  respond  to  catastrophic  events  and 
address  water  supply  issues, 

4 The  Plan  must  provide  environmental  benefits, 

4 The  Plan  must  take  proactive  steps  to  address  the  impact  of  climate  change,  and 
4 The  Plan  must  specifically  address  ways  to  achieve  both  economic  and  environmental 
sustainability. 

While  we  have  assigned  specific  objectives  and  strategies  for  each  goal,  the  implementation  of 
green  infrastructure  alternatives  is  common  to  all.  Our  organizations  strongly  feel  that  such 
options  must  be  an  essential  component  of  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan,  and  that  they  must  be 
assigned  quantifiable  targets.  Without  meaningful  goals,  these  options  merely  become  window 
dressing  for  the  rebuild  of  the  current  system,  rather  than  practical,  multiple  benefit  solutions  to 
real  challenges. 

Goal:  Redress  Environmental  Justice  Issues  in  Bayview  Hunters 

Point 

The  decision  to  centralize  the  City’s  wastewater  treatment  in  this  neighborhood  in  the  prior 
master  plan  process  has  been  acknowledged  by  staff  to  be  a mistake.  The  treatment  of  80 
percent  of  San  Francisco’s  wastewater  in  the  Bayview  has  led  to  myriad  problems,  including 
odors,  mosquitoes,  local  flooding,  and  a concentration  of  combined  sewer  discharges  at  Islais 
Creek.  The  development  of  this  master  plan  gives  the  PUC  an  opportunity  to  correct  the  City’s 
error. 

Key  Objectives: 

1 . Replace  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  at  an  appropriate  location  away  from 
residences; 

2.  Reduce  local  flooding; 

3.  Eliminate  untreated  and  minimally  treated  discharges  into  Islais  and  Yosemite  Creeks; 

4.  Provide  economic  development  opportunities  for  local  contractors  and  robust  workforce 
development  for  local  residents; 

5.  Provide  environmental  benefits  to  the  community. 


www.sfSWAIe.org 

sustainable  watersheds  alliance 

steeringcommittee@sfSWAIe.org  a project  of  Earth  Island  Institute  300  Broadway.  Suite  28  San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Recommended  Strategies: 

a)  Develop  environmental  justice  guidelines  with  community  to  guide  planning  effort; 

b)  Investigate  watershed-based  decentralized  treatment  options  to  reduce  the  volume  of 
sewage  and  stormwater  transported  to  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood; 

c)  Develop  a clear  procedure  and  criteria  for  identifying  and  evaluating  alternative  plant 
locations  that  includes  strong  neighborhood  involvement  and  involves  public  agencies 
that  control  potential  sites; 

d)  Develop  minimum  site  design  guidelines  (for  instance,  all  processes  covered,  no 
discernible  odor  at  nearest  residences,  appropriate  shielding/landscaping); 

e)  Apply  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  technologies  to  improve  the  appearance  of  the 
neighborhood,  reduce  street  flooding  and  to  reduce  or  eliminate  overflows. 

f)  Institute  community-based  water  quality  testing  at  all  Bayside  outfall  areas,  report  test 
results  to  the  community  (online),  and  post  unhealthy  contaminant  levels  at  Bayside 
fishing  piers,  small  boat  launch  areas,  and  other  locations  that  provide  access  to  water 
contact  recreation 

Performance  measures 

i.  Support  of  affected  communities  for  decision  on  size  and  location  of  treatment  facilities. 

ii.  Reduction  in  volume  of  sewage  and  stormwater  transported  to  the  Southeast 
neighborhood  for  treatment. 

iii.  Quantified  reduction  in  peak  stormwater  flows  as  well  as  in  Sewage  and  Stormwater 
Overflows  in  neighborhood. 

iv.  Number  of  jobs  at  all  levels  (entry,  journeymen,  professional)  held  by  southeast  residents. 

v.  Measurable  improvement  in  bay  water  quality  at  testing  sites. 

Key  Policy  Decisions 

4 SFPUC  should  adopt  a resolution  acknowledging  the  unfair  burden  placed  on  the 
residents  of  Bayview  Hunters  Point  by  the  concentration  of  wastewater  treatment 
facilities  in  their  neighborhood; 

4 The  Mayor’s  Office  should  ensure  city  department  coordination  in  the  site  selection 
process. 

Goal:  Reduce  pollutant  loading  to  Bay  and  Ocean 

The  discussion  on  whether  to  discharge  treated  effluent  to  the  bay  and  ocean  has  been  largely  a 
discussion  of  potential  regulatory  drivers.  Instead,  the  PUC’s  priority  should  be  to  minimize  the 
number  of  pollutants  and  the  total  volume  discharged  to  the  environment.  As  part  of  that 
priority,  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan  should  analyze  a suite  of  options  that  can  be  implemented 
over  the  period  of  the  plan  and  that  will  result  in  continuous  improvement  in  the  quality  (which 
in  SF  often  means  the  quantity  as  well)  of  discharges. 

Key  Objectives: 

1 . Minimize  Combined  Sewer  Discharges  by  volume; 

2.  Increase  dry-weather  treatment  to  tertiary  level; 

3.  Increase  level  of  wet- weather  treatment; 

4.  Achieve  at  least  secondary  treatment  for  all  discharges. 


Recommended  Strategies 

a)  Continually  review  best  practices  of  other  cities  and  counties  in  the  development  of  green 
infrastructure  strategies  for  stormwater  diversion  and  treatment  and  use  pilot  projects  to 
determine  the  most  effective  strategies  for  the  City; 

b)  Develop  quantifiable  goals  for  total  pollutant  loading  as  well  as  for  key  individual 
pollutants; 

c)  Include  provisions  for  tertiary  treatment  in  all  site  options; 

d)  Increase  pollution  prevention  activities  to  keep  key  contaminants  out  of  system; 

e)  Employ  upstream  LID  strategies  to  keep  stormwater  out  of  the  combined  system  as  well 
as  to  desynchronize  the  flow  to  reduce  peak  stormwater  volumes; 

f)  Rebuild  current  bay  outfall;  consider  additional  outfalls  as  needed; 

g)  Institute  community-based  water  quality  testing  at  all  Bayside  outfall  areas, 

h)  report  test  results  to  the  community  (online),  and  post  unhealthy  contaminant  levels  at 
Bayside  fishing  piers,  small  boat  launch  areas,  and  other  locations  that  provide  access  to 
water  contact  recreation. 

Performance  Measures 

i.  Number  of  pilot  projects  completed;  volume  of  reduction  attained  by  implementation  of 
successful  programs. 

ii.  Number  of  postings  at  beaches  and  bayside  water  recreation  areas. 

iii.  Water  sampling  at  outfalls  shows  reduced  incidence  of  contamination 

iv.  Quantified  reduction  in  Combined  Sewer  Discharges,  measured  by  watershed. 

v.  Goals  for  reduction  in  inputs  of  target  contaminants  into  the  collection  system  are  met. 

vi.  Removal  of  Mission  and  Islais  Creeks  from  Clean  Water  Act  303(d)  listing. 

Key  Policy  Decisions 

4 Commission  should  adopt  a policy  of  minimizing  pollutant  loading  in  their  discharges, 
and  direct  staff  to  include  quantifiable  goals  for  reducing  loading  in  the  WWMP. 

4 Commission  should  direct  staff  to  consider  more  proactive  pollution  prevention 
strategies,  including  federal,  state  and  local  legislation  as  needed  to  remove  priority 
pollutants  from  the  marketplace. 

Goal:  Reduce  the  total  volume  of  water  entering  the  system 

Once  a drop  of  water  enters  the  collection  system,  it  takes  energy  and  chemicals  to  treat  it,  no 
matter  how  clean  it  was  upon  entry.  Moreover,  saltwater  intrusion  into  the  collection  system  on 
the  Bayside  makes  recycling  more  resource  intensive  and  expensive.  The  most  sustainable,  cost- 
effective  option,  therefore,  is  to  maximize  use  of  water  before  it  enters  the  collection  system  for 
treatment,  and  to  reduce  the  overall  volume  of  water  that  requires  treatment. 

Key  Objectives: 

1 . Minimize  the  volume  of  stormwater  entering  the  collection  system, 

2.  Reduce  water  use  through  conservation, 

3.  Support  on-site  water  reuse. 


Recommended  Strategies 

i.  Review  best  practices  of  other  cities  and  counties  in  the  development  of  green 
infrastructure  strategies  for  stormwater  reduction; 

ii.  Encourage  on-site  gray  water  systems  in  lieu  of  recycled  water  in  dual-plumbed  buildings; 

iii.  Identify  opportunities  for  rainwater  storage,  such  as  cisterns  under  playing  fields  and 
disconnected  downspouts; 

iv.  Develop  recycled  water  supply  for  eastside  commercial  use; 

v.  Jointly  market  consumer  options  for  LID  and  water  conservation  technologies. 

Performance  Measures 

a)  Set  quantifiable  targets  by  watershed  for  overall  stormwater  diversion  to  be  met  using 
green  infrastructure  strategies. 

b)  Set  green  infrastructure  targets  for  each  watershed  based  upon  peak  volumes  in  a 100- 
year  storm  event. 

c)  Measure  and  report  water  consumption  reduction  measures  implemented  and  resulting 
volume  reduction 

d)  Measure  and  report  green  roofs  installed,  trees  planted,  green  space  added  to  streets, 
public  plazas  and  parks,  down  spouts  disconnected. 

e)  Measured  reduction  in  water  use  due  to  reuse  strategies. 

Key  Policy  Decisions 

4 Commission  to  adopt  an  overall  stormwater  reduction  policy  through  green  infrastructure 
strategies  as  a primary  policy  foundation  for  Master  Plan. 

Goal:  Maximize  Flexibility  and  Reliability 

Given  the  high  probability  of  major  seismic  activity  impacting  San  Francisco  within  the  next  30 

years,  and  the  likelihood  that  parts  of  the  system  will  be  unusable  after  such  an  event,  the 

Wastewater  Master  Plan  needs  to  identify  how  the  system  can  function  in  such  an  event. 

Additionally,  our  relationships  with  neighboring  communities,  such  as  Brisbane  and  Daly  City 

should  be  clearly  outlined  in  the  document,  and  their  concerns  identified  and  addressed. 

Key  Objectives 

1 . Ensure  operation  of  system  in  case  of  an  unplanned  outage,  extreme  weather  or  seismic 
event; 

2.  Ensure  security  of  system  in  design  of  new  facilities; 

3.  Ensure  system  is  properly  maintained; 

4.  Expand  green  infrastructure  components  of  system  to  reduce  portion  of  system 
susceptible  to  damage  from  seismic  event  or  other  disaster. 

Recommended  Strategies 

a)  Develop  quantifiable  level  of  service  goals  for  operational  and  seismic  reliability; 

identify  critical  facilities  and  prioritize  upgrades  to  meet  those  goals  (for  example;  all  30” 
mains  and  pump  stations  operational  within  6 hours;  ability  to  treat  all  dry  weather  flows 
to  secondary  standards  within  12  hours); 


b)  Incorporate  green  infrastructure  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  untreated  sewage  releases  in 
the  event  that  an  outage  occurs  during  a storm; 

c)  Consider  intertie  between  Daly  City  and  Oceanside  plant  to  provide  redundancy  on  West 
side; 

d)  Decentralize  treatment  to  minimize  widespread  problems; 

e)  Encourage  use  of  cisterns  to  provide  emergency  and  drought  supplies; 

f)  Develop  recycled  water  supply  for  eastside  commercial  uses  to  reduce  stress  on  water 
system  and  increase  economic  recovery  after  event; 

g)  Develop  ongoing  maintenance  program  for  collection  system  using  industry  best 
practices  and  providing  training  and  funding  for  workers; 

h)  Develop  operational  scenarios  for  100,  200,  and  500-year  storm  events;  use  green 
technology  strategies  to  achieve  goal  of  no  flood  damage  in  100-year  storm  events. 

Performance  Measures 

i.  No  untreated  or  minimally  treated  discharges  as  a result  of  an  unplanned  outage  or 
seismic  event. 

ii.  Reduction  in  odor  complaints. 

iii.  Decrease  in  unplanned  maintenance  activities. 

iv.  No  property  damage  due  to  flooding  or  backflow  in  100-year  storm  events. 

Key  Policy  Decisions 

4 Commission  should  require  the  Wastewater  Enterprise  to  develop  quantifiable  water 
supply  goals  as  part  of  the  WWMP  for  use  by  the  Water  Enterprise  in  revising  their  2030 
demand  estimate. 

Goal:  Environmental  Benefits 

The  construction  of  San  Francisco’s  sewer  system  spelled  the  demise  of  the  City's  natural 
hydrology.  The  city’s  streams  have  become  major  conduits  for  the  sewer  system,  and  their  flows 
are  now  sent  to  the  treatment  plants  to  be  treated  and  discharged  as  sewage.  Water  that  was  once 
used  as  part  of  the  City’s  potable  supply  also  now  contributes  significantly  to  the  overflows  that 
occur  during  rainstorms.  The  WWMP  gives  SFPUC  the  opportunity  to  correct  past 
misjudgments  and  also  to  address  the  need  for  additional  green  space  in  San  Francisco.  San 
Francisco  currently  provides  only  about  half  the  open  space  for  its  residents  that  are 
recommended  by  the  state,  and  the  population  of  the  City  is  expected  to  increase  by  100,000 
people  in  the  next  25  years. 

Key  Objectives 

1 . Restore  or  mimic  natural  hydrology  where  appropriate  and  feasible, 

2.  Improve  and  increase  open  space  opportunities  within  San  Francisco. 

Recommended  Strategies 

a)  Use  watershed  component  of  WWMP  to  investigate  opportunities  for  stream  restoration 
or  re-creation  (for  example,  canyon  restoration  at  SF  State,  parts  of  Islais  Creek); 

b)  Use  watershed  and  recycled  water  components  of  WWMP  to  identify  opportunities  for 
wetlands  creation  (for  example,  Hunters  Point  shipyard.  Port  property.  Lake  Merced): 


c)  Investigate  watershed-based  decentralized  treatment  options  to  restore  natural  hydrology 
where  possible; 

d)  Encourage  use  of  Green  Infrastructure  strategies  to  increase  both  public  and  private  open 
space  opportunities  (i.e.,  street  greening,  green  roofs); 

e)  Identify  opportunities  to  disconnect  stream  flows  from  combined  system  (for  example, 
Lake  McNab  in  McLaren  Park,  parts  of  Islais  and  Mission  Creeks). 

Performance  Measures 

i.  Increase  in  acreage  of  open  space. 

ii.  Number  of  city  blocks  with  greening  plans,  and  number  of  plans  implemented. 

iii.  Increase  in  habitat  within  City  limits. 

iv.  Reductions  in  Sewage  and  Stormwater  Overflows,  measured  by  watershed. 

Policy  Decisions 

4 Commission  should  direct  staff  to  include  an  environmental  benefit  component  in  the 
WWMP. 

4 Commission  should  establish  a policy  of  reducing  stream  flows  into  combined  system. 

4 Commission  should  direct  staff  to  work  with  Mayor’s  office  to  develop  appropriate 
funding  guidelines  and  additional  funding  sources  for  this  program. 

Goal:  Address  Climate  Change 

We  applaud  the  Wastewater  planning  team  for  proactively  looking  at  the  impacts  of  climate 
change  on  the  system.  Their  consultants  estimate  a l’-3’  rise  in  sea  level  in  this  century 
(assuming  no  full-scale  glacial  meltdown).  In  addition,  more  violent  swings  in  weather  are 
expected  to  occur,  with  longer  droughts  but  also  more  extreme  rain  events.  Both  effects  will 
result  in  increased  flooding  in  already  low-lying  areas  of  the  City,  and  will  also  increase  the  area 
of  the  City  subject  to  such  events.  The  most  at-risk  areas  are  the  inner  Mission’s  Industrial 
Protection  Zone  and  large  areas  of  the  South  of  Market. 

Additionally,  rising  tides  already  overwhelm  the  combined  sewer  overflow  outfalls  of  the 
transport  structures  that  ring  the  City  several  times  each  year.  This  situation  can  be  expected  to 
worsen  overtime,  which  will  require  the  PUC  to  install  control  structures  (tidegates)  to  prevent 
Bay  water  from  entering  the  system,  pumps  to  discharge  wastewater  when  the  outfalls  can't  be 
used,  and  eventually  to  abandon  or  relocate  the  outfalls. 

Key  Objectives 

1 . Minimize  and  if  possible  eliminate  Combined  Sewer  Discharges, 

2.  Reduce  and  if  possible  eliminate  flooding  in  low-lying  areas, 

3.  Develop  building  requirements  to  protect  new  developments  from  flooding, 

4.  Ensure  new  plants  can  accommodate  future  sea  level  rise, 

5.  Encourage  car-free  developments  to  reduce  climate  change  impacts,  improve  water 
quality,  and  increase  opportunities  for  stormwater  capture. 


Recommended  Strategies 

a)  Develop  models  for  100-,  200-,  and  500-year  storms  to  identify  areas  at  current  and 
future  flooding  risk;  make  this  information  publicly  available; 

b)  Work  with  City  Planning  to  create  incentives  for  sustainable  development  that  address 
the  issues  of  stormwater  diversion  and  rising  sea  level; 

c)  Add  backflow  prevention  activities  in  flood-prone  areas; 

d)  Educate  the  public  about  the  threat  to  low-lying  areas; 

e)  Establish  disclosure  requirements  in  flood-prone  or  liquefaction  areas  and  include  PUC 
concerns; 

f)  Employ  LID  strategies  on  a watershed  basis  to  reduce  Combined  Sewer  Discharges  in 
and  upstream  of  defined  flood  or  liquefaction  zones; 

g)  Revise  City  datum  to  ensure  new  construction  is  built  above  flood  levels,  and  consider 
raising  street  grades  in  low-lying  areas; 

h)  Adopt  green  infrastructure  strategies  such  as  green  roofs,  expanded  street  landscaping  in 
flood-prone  areas,  disconnecting  downspouts  in  order  to  reduce  overall  volume  of 
stormwater  entering  system;  consider  offering  incentives  for  stormwater  retention  in 
flood-prone  watersheds; 

i)  Design  new  treatment  plants  to  accommodate  greater  than  currently  expected  sea  level 
rise. 

Performance  Measures 

i.  Quantified  reduction  in  number,  volume  of  Combined  Sewer  Discharges. 

ii.  Revision  of  City  datum. 

iii.  Development  of  BMPs  for  new  developments. 

iv.  Measurable  decrease  in  backflows. 

v.  Measurable  decrease  in  Combined  Sewer  Discharges. 

Key  Policy  Decisions 

4 Commission  should  establish  a “zero  overflow”  goal. 

4 Commission  should  direct  staff  to  work  with  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  City 
Planning  to  update  City  datum. 

4 Commission  should  direct  staff  to  work  with  City  departments  to  develop  protocol  to 
identify  and  protect  flood  or  liquefaction  zones. 

Goal:  Sustainability 

“A  Sustainable  Society  meets  the  needs  of  the  present  without  sacrificing  the  ability  of  future 
generations  and  non-human  forms  of  life  to  meet  their  own  needs.  ” --United  Nations 

A sustainable  approach  means:  not  letting  the  solution  to  one  problem  become  the  cause  of 
another;  applying  the  precautionary  principle;  and  seeking  solutions  that  provide  multiple 
benefits.  Economic  sustainability  is  a key  component  of  this  approach.  The  need  for  cost- 
effectiveness  should  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  lifetime  costs  and  benefits,  which  will  sometimes 
mean  greater  up-front  capital  outlays  in  order  to  reap  the  benefits  of  lower  O&M  costs  over  time. 


Key  Objectives 

1 . Minimize  use  of  potable  water, 

2.  Maximize  use  of  stormwater, 

3.  Achieve  a net  decrease  in  greenhouse  gas  emissions, 

4.  Minimize  use  of  toxic  chemicals, 

5.  Meet  zero- waste  targets  through  a reduce,  reuse,  recycle  approach, 

6.  Require  future  development  to  fully  offset  its  contribution  to  the  wastewater  system. 

Recommended  strategies 

a)  Use  gravity  instead  of  pumping  wherever  possible  (for  instance,  decentralized  treatment); 

b)  Incorporate  renewable  energy  for  pumping  and  treatment; 

c)  Consider  use  of  UV  disinfection,  using  photovoltaic  as  energy  source; 

d)  Identify  recycled  water  source  for  current  and  future  purple  piping; 

e)  Expand  scope  of  purple  piping  ordinance  to  all  new  developments  in  San  Francisco, 
including  redevelopment  areas; 

f)  Encourage  inclusion  of  purple  piping  in  Brisbane  redevelopment  areas; 

g)  Maximize  use  and  production  of  recycled  water  and  decentralize  the  locations  of  the 
recycled  water  plants  to  minimize  pumping  for  distribution  to  receiving  sites; 

h)  Use  no  Tuolumne  River  water  for  LID  projects  - instead  use  drought  tolerant  plantings, 
stored  stormwater,  or  recycled  water; 

i)  Use  renewable  membranes  for  MBF  alternatives; 

j)  Explore  ways  to  maximize  use  of  biosolids; 

k)  Adopt  green  infrastructure  strategies  such  as  green  roofs,  expanded  street  landscaping  in 
flood-prone  areas,  disconnecting  downspouts  in  order  to  reduce  overall  volume  of 
stormwater  entering  system  and  energy  costs  of  treatment; 

l)  Require  new  real  estate  development  to  fully  offset  wet  weather  inputs  to  the  system. 

Performance  Measures 

i.  Measure  and  report  net  energy  consumption  annually. 

ii.  Measure  and  report  water  consumption  reduction  measures  implemented  and  resulting 
volume  reduction 

iii.  Measure  and  report  green  roofs  installed,  trees  planted,  green  space  added  to  streets, 
public  plazas  and  parks,  down  spouts  disconnected. 

iv.  Compare  Ecological  Footprint,  before  and  after. 

v.  Use  emerging  measurement  tools,  such  as  those  for  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Key  Policy  Decisions 

4 Commission  should  commit  to  expansion  of  Purple  Piping  ordinance  and  provision  of 
recycled  water  supply  to  serve  both  the  current  and  projected  scope  of  the  ordinance. 

4 SFPUC,  as  well  as  Mayor  and  Supervisors,  should  commit  to  zero  use  of  Tuolumne  River 
water  for  street  beautification  projects. 

4 SF  PUC  should  involve  Brisbane  city  officials,  as  well  as  developer  of  Brisbane  Baylands 
project,  in  Master  Planning  effort. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FFIANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 

Tuesday,  January  23,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416  DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President):  Johanna  Wald  (Vice 
President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  and  Alan  Mok 


Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
called  to  order  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr..  Vice-President  Johanna  Wald 
Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Mok.  Excused:  Commissioner  King. 


2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  November  28.  2006  Regular  Commission  Meeting  Upon 
Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Wald  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis.  the  November  28.  2006 
meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King) 

(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  November  28.  2006  Regular  Commission 

Meeting  (HTML)  http  '-sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_page. asp?id=51 142))** 
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3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  distributed  a proposal  for  planning  for  San  Francisco’s  future  landfill  needs 
(Explanatory  Document  (PDF)  http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/NWuerfelPublicCommentLandfillProposal.pdf). 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  referred  this  item  to  the  Commission’s  Policy  Committee  for  discussion. 

A video  was  shown  on  the  Department’s  new  thirty-second  television  commercials,  one  to 
encourage  recycling  and  one  to  encourage  composting.  The  video  is  translated  into  Spanish 
and  two  dialects  of  Chinese  and  is  being  aired  on  cable  channels. 


4.  PRESENTATION  AND  ACTION:  Informational  Presentation  to  Commission  to  consider  and 
vote  on  approving  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Fiscal-Year  2007-2008  Draft  Budget 
(Explanatory  Document:  2007-08  Draft  Budget 

http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/DraftBudgetFY07-08Vers2.pdf). 

STAFF:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 


Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  an  Informational  Presentation  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  approximately  $15  million  Fiscal  Year  2007-08  Draft  Budget.  Revenues  and 
expenditures  from  the  Impound  Account,  Grants,  and  General  budgets  were  described. 

General  Budget 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  described  the  General  Budget  revenues  and  programs  that  are 
being  funded  by  other  City  departments.  The  largest  amount  of  funding  is  for  the 
Environmental  Justice  program;  next  largest  is  the  Energy  budget  predominantly  funded  by  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission;  third  largest  is  Green 
Building  funded  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC),  Building  Inspection,  and  the 
Treasure  Island  Development  Authority.  The  Department  is  also  currently  working  with  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  develop  a Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Flunters  Point  Shipyard. 


The  seven  largest  pesticide-using  departments  fund  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) 
Program.  The  departments  that  have  the  greatest  responsibility  for  trees  in  the  City  fund  the 
Urban  Forestry  Program.  The  Commuter  Benefit  Program  is  a pre-tax  program  that  allows 
City  employees  to  take  advantage  of  pre-tax  commuter  benefits  paid  for  by  the  savings  that 
the  City  has  from  providing  the  benefit  to  employees.  Every  department  that  has  participating 
employees  contributes  towards  the  cost  of  running  the  program.  The  Outreach  line  in  the 
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General  Budget  is  for  School  Education  Outreach  funded  by  the  SFPUC.  The  Construction 
and  Demolition  Debris  Recycling  program  is  to  administer  the  Construction  and  Demolition 
Ordinance  and  is  funded  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 


The  Department  Administrative  costs  are  based  on  a pro-rated  allocation  for  each  full  time 
employee  in  the  Department,  is  spread  out  evenly  across  the  programs,  and  come  from  all 
three  budget-categories.  It  was  explained  that  the  Budget  is  not  significantly  different  than  last 
years  other  than  an  increase  in  the  Green  Building  program  area. 

Grants  Budget 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  described  the  Grants  Budget  funding  sources  received  to  fund 
specific  Department  programs.  It  was  explained  that  the  $6.9  million  Grants  Budget  is 
significantly  bigger  than  last  year’s.  The  largest  grant  amounts  to  $5.6  million  in  revenues  that 
comes  from  the  Peak  Energy  Program;  next  largest  is  the  California  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Board  for  oil;  followed  by  funds  received  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  to 
promote  bottle  and  can  recycling.  Funding  is  also  received  from  a number  of  sources  to 
promote  alternative  fuel  vehicles,  Prop  K for  clean  air  work,  and  a commuter  check  grant  to 
help  promote  commuter  check  programs. 


A one-time  grant  is  being  received  this  year  from  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management 
Board  to  upgrade  the  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Facility.  The  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  are  providing  grants  for  Environmental 
Justice  programs  including  the  Farmers  Market.  CALTRANS  is  also  providing  a grant  to  the 
Environmental  Justice  program.  The  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  is 
funding  a reuse  grant  to  go  to  the  Green  Building  program. 


Vice-Chair  Wald  asked  to  discuss  the  difference  between  this  year’s  and  last  year’s  budget. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  this  year’s  budget  is  twice  the  amount  of  last  years,  and 
that  the  grant  budget  was  considerably  smaller  last  year.  The  biggest  increase  in  the  budget  is 
for  the  Energy  Watch  program. 

Impound  Account 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  this  fiscal  year’s  $6,658  Impound  Account  budget  was 
set  this  past  year  by  a five-year  rate  process  and  is  comparable  to  previous  years.  The 
biggest  change  is  in  the  salary  line  item  due  to  two  factors  (1)  the  department  was  assessed  a 
$200,000  cost  for  retiree  health  benefits  last  fiscal  year  that  was  not  part  of  the  five-year 
planning  process,  which  about  half  was  charged  to  the  Impound  Account  and  (2)  the  cost  of 
benefits  increased  beyond  what  was  projected.  The  Department  is  projecting  to  add  1.5  FTE’s 
to  the  Impound  Account  this  year,  one  FTE  to  Residential  Recycling  and  changing  a half-time 
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Green  Business  intern  into  full-time.  The  work  order  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is 
being  reduced  because  the  funds  that  were  allocated  last  year  were  for  a one-time  allocation 
that  was  based  on  savings  in  the  budget  last  year.  Most  of  the  other  budget  items  are  the 
same  as  in  the  past. 


2007-08  Impound  Five  Year  Plan  Overview 


Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  the  “2007-08  Impound  Five  Year  Plan  Overview” 
explanatory  document  that  compares  the  proposed  Impound  Budget  with  the  Five-Year  Plan. 
It  was  stated  that  the  overall  budget  matches  the  Five-Year  Plan  exactly.  However,  more 
money  is  being  spent  on  salaries  and  less  on  overhead,  professional  services,  and  other 
categories.  Within  each  category,  Recycling  is  projected  to  spend  less  than  what  was 
proposed  in  the  Five-Year  plan,  Toxics  slightly  more,  and  Green  Building  and  Environmental 
Justice  what  was  projected. 


COMMISSION  VOTE:  Approved.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  Fiscal  Year  2007-08  Draft  Budget  was  approved  without 
objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King) 

5.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT : Controller’s  Audit  Report  - January  2007  (Explanatory 

Document:  Controllers  Audit  Report  (PDF)  http://www.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfijes/controHer/reports/ENv012207.pdf). 

STAFF:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  and  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 


Mr.  Robert  Tarsia,  Audit  Manager,  Controller’s  Office,  discussed  the  Controller’s  Office 
objectives  and  scope  as  described  on  page  3 of  the  Audit.  It  was  stated  that  the  focus  was 
primarily  to  improve  business  practices  and  to  look  for  practical  recommendations  that  will 
provide  for  better  accounting  of  impound  accounts,  better  contract  and  grant  practices,  better 
reporting  on  the  results  of  grant  making  and  other  efforts  to  guide  future  spending  decisions.  It 
was  stated  that  a full  performance  audit  to  compare  the  Department’s  efforts  and  results  with 
other  cities  or  industry  best  practices  was  not  done.  Mr.  Tarsia  stated  that  the  Audit  Report  lists 
five  findings  (pages  5-21)  and  includes  21  recommendations  that  the  Department  has  agreed 
to  implement  (pages  5-21  and  C-3  throughC-8). 

Ms.  Catherine  McGuire,  Controller’s  Office  Audit  Staff,  discussed  the  Department's  grant 
process  and  reported  that  a review  was  made  of  the  Department’s  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP) 
process,  evaluation  of  applications,  grant  monitoring,  and  grantee  evaluation. 


RFP:  It  was  stated  that  the  RFP  document  was  very  good  and  because  it  is  issued  for  multiple 
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programs,  it  allows  each  recipient  of  the  announcement  to  see  all  of  the  departments’  grant 
opportunities  and  expands  the  Department’s  ability  to  garner  a broad  range  of  applications.  It 
was  recommended  that  each  program  distribute  the  RFP  in  a centralized  way  to  a 
comprehensive  list  of  applicants. 


Evaluation  of  Applications:  Ms.  McGuire  discussed  conflicts  of  interests  that  may  arise  from 
grant  evaluation  panels  that  evaluate  and  score  grantee  applications  and  then  work  closely 
with  grantees,  e.g.  conducting  site  visits  and  working  at  events  together.  It  was  recommended 
that  the  grant  evaluation  panel  be  composed  of  more  than  two  or  three  evaluators  and  be  of  a 
more  diverse  group  to  mitigate  possible  conflicts  of  interest  and  to  increase  the  robustness  of 
grant-applications.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the  Department  create  uniform 
scoring-criteria  that  would  be  applicable  to  all  programs  and  have  a separate  scoring  for 
program  specific  criteria.  Ms.  McGuire  requested  that  a final  grantee  evaluation  be  conducted 
at  the  end  of  the  grant  term  to  determine  whether  the  grantee  was  successful  and  would  be  a 
good  candidate  for  future  programs. 


Grant  Monitoring:  Ms.  McGuire  reported  that  grant  agreements  be  more  clearly  written  or 
sufficiently  detailed,  and  that  works  plans  and  grant  budgets  be  more  consistent  with  one 
another  so  that  grant  managers  can  better  monitor  their  grantees.  It  was  stated  that  grantees 
were  not  meeting  reporting  requirements  or  addressing  all  of  the  items  in  their  grant  plan.  The 
risk  is  that  the  department  may  be  paying  for  work  that  is  not  completed. 


President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  the  grants  from  previous  fiscal  years  were  less  clear  than  recent 
grants.  Ms.  McGuire  stated  that  2004-05  and  2005-06  grants  were  reviewed  and  were  also 
unclear,  and  2003-04  grants  were  outside  of  the  scope  of  the  review. 


Director  Blumenfeld  made  reference  to  the  full  list  of  the  Recommendations  that  start  on  page 
C-3  of  the  Audit  Report  and  the  Department’s  proposal  on  how  to  implement  the 
recommendations.  It  was  stated  that  one  grant  solicitation  for  the  Environmental  Justice 
program  area  has  been  redone.  The  scoring  has  also  been  redone  so  that  it  makes  more 
sense  and  is  more  align  with  the  goals.  Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  several  of  the 
recommendations  can  be  implemented  quicker  and  others  would  take  more  time  in  order  to 
build  recommended  systems  and  to  put  procedures  in  place.  It  was  stated  that  the  Director 
and  Deputy  Director  would  work  with  the  Operations  Committee  to  develop  a trackable 
implementation  schedule.  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  the  Controller’s  Office  staff  for  their 
Report. 


Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  thanked  the  Controller’s  Office  for  the  Audit  and  stated 
that  she  looks  forward  to  the  changes  that  the  Director  has  referenced.  Ms.  Wuerfel  offered 
her  assistance  especially  in  areas  where  the  Impound  Account  has  been  cited. 
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Items  7 and  8 were  heard  before  Item  6. 

6.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Resolution  endorsing  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan 

Objectives  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Resolution  and  Master  Plan  Objectives  (PDF) 

http://www.sfenvironment.com/aboutus/policy/resolution/R001-07.pdf) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 


Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  at  the  January  16,  2007  Policy  Committee  meeting  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  presented  an  update  on  the  status  of  the 
Wastewater  Master  Planning  process.  At  that  time,  Mr.  Alex  Lantsberg,  a member  of  SWAle, 
the  Sustainable  Watershed  Alliance,  requested  that  the  Commission  consider  endorsing  a set 
of  goals  and  objectives  that  the  organization  has  been  working  on  for  the  past  six  months.  It 
was  explained  that  SWAle  used  to  be  known  as  the  Alliance  for  a Clean  Waterfront,  an 
organization  that  consists  of  15=20  organizations  that  started  meeting  more  than  ten  years 
ago.  These  goals  and  objectives  are  intended  to  help  assure  that  the  Master  Plan  Planning 
process  is  based  on  sound  community-based  values.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
these  objectives  would  be  consistent  with  Urban  Accord  21  and  the  City’s  Sustainability  Plan. 
It  was  also  explained  that  the  endorsement  of  these  objectives  and  their  incorporation  into  the 
criteria  that  are  going  to  be  set  is  consistent  with  the  Precautionary  Principle. 


Commissioner  Gravanis  summarized  the  objectives  and  indicated  that  one  of  the  most 
important  aspects  is  to  readdress  environmental  justice  issues  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point 
neighborhood.  It  was  stated  that  the  existing  sewage  storm  water  system  that  the  City  has 
places  a disproportionate  burden  on  the  southeast  community  in  terms  of  all  of  the  various 
negative  impacts  that  are  experienced  there  (e.g.  odor,  flooding,  leaks,  receiving  85%  of  the 
City’s  wastewater).  SWAle  would  like  to  see  the  relocation  of  the  digesters  to  help  alleviate  the 
environmental  injustices  that  are  now  a part  of  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan.  Other  aspects 
are  to  stop  the  discharge  of  minimally  treated  sewage  into  the  bay  and  ocean  by  coming  up 
with  low  impact  development  techniques  to  keep  stormwater  out  of  the  system.  Other 
objectives  cited  included  a watershed  based  planning  approach,  decentralized  approach  to 
how  the  City  treats  its  sewage  and  stormwater,  and  additional  methods  of  dealing  with 
stormwater  that  have  multiple  environmental  benefits  to  include  wildlife  habitat  and 
environmental  education  that  can  be  done  in  a way  that  is  more  economically  sustainable. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  advised  that  the  PUC  representatives  that  gave  a presentation  at  the  January 
16  Policy  Committee  meeting  stated  that  the  objectives  that  SWAle  put  forward  are  consistent 
with  their  Master  Plan  objectives. 

COMMISSION  VOTE:  Approved.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Wald  and  second  by 

Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  Resolution  endorsing  the  SWAle  Wastewater  Master  Plan 

Objectives  was  approved  without  objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  advised  that  the  adopted  Resolution  would  be  forwarded  to  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission. 

7.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Update  on  the  Department  of  Public  Works/Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Erosion  Mitigation  Project  at  Ocean  Beach. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Frank  Filice,  Department  of  Public  Works 


Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Mr.  Frank  Filice,  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  have  been  involved  in  Ocean 
Beach  restoration.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  has  one  of  the  largest  stretches  of  urban 
beach  in  any  city  in  the  world  and  has  been  neglected  for  a long  time.  Director  Blumenfeld 
stated  that  it  is  complicated  how  Ocean  Beach  is  managed  in  terms  of  the  different  interagency 
involvement  from  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  to  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  Mr.  Filice  has  been  effectively  dealing  with  this  issue  for  a long  time.  The 
Department  of  the  Environment  had  previously  managed  the  Ocean  Beach  Task  Force.  Many 
recommendations  were  brought  forward,  a web  site  developed,  and  Department  staff  tried  to 
make  it  a priority.  It  was  stated  that  Ocean  Beach  deserves  attention  because  of  the  neglect 
that  is  has  suffered. 


Mr.  Frank  Filice  gave  an  information  presentation  about  his  work  on  the  Ocean  Beach  Erosion 
Mitigation  Project.  A history  of  the  project  was  discussed.  It  was  stated  that  before  the 
Commission  had  a department,  in  1990,  Mr.  Filice  was  a member  of  the  Ocean  Beach 
Committee.  The  location  that  was  described  is  an  area  of  Ocean  Beach  that  is  2 Vz  - 3 miles 
long  that  runs  from  the  bluffs  at  Fort  Funston  north  past  the  Beach  Chalet  all  the  way  to  Lands 
End.  The  erosion  area  of  most  importance  is  south  of  Sloat  Boulevard.  The  problem  has 
existed  since  the  winter  of  1994/1995  and  there  has  been  seasonal  erosion.  In  1996,  600  feet 
of  large  boulders  were  placed  to  stop  erosion  that  was  occurring  between  two  parking  lots 
Since  that  time,  Ocean  Beach  has  experienced  cyclical  erosion  events.  In  1999,  there  was  a 
large  erosion  of  about  50  feet  of  bluff  area  along  a 300-foot  section. 


Project  Background:  Mr.  Filice  presented  background  information  for  the  past  six  to  seven 
years  on  the  project.  In  2000,  the  Mayor’s  Office  created  the  Ocean  Beach  Task  Force  with 
the  involvement  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Public  Works,  and  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC),  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  and  the  Golden 
Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA).  Ocean  Beach  is  owned  and  operated  by  GGNRA 
The  City  has  land  site  improvements,  roads,  sewers,  and  water  pipes  inland  of  Ocean  Beach. 
The  erosion  problem  for  the  most  part  is  a GGNRA  issue,  but  it  affects  the  City.  It  was  stated 
that  the  GGNRA  has  been  cooperative  in  allowing  the  City  to  investigate  and  evaluate  issues 
regarding  their  property. 
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In  2002,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  passed  a Resolution  requesting  monitoring  of 
the  beach  and  bluff  erosions,  investigating  relocating  southbound  traffic  if  necessary, 
supporting  policies  such  as  not  placing  rock  on  the  beach,  preparing  public  notices  and 
announcements,  and  promoting  the  design  installation  of  a new  Great  Highway  alignment 
south  of  Sloat  Boulevard.  It  was  requested  that  less  costly  and  temporary  alternatives  to 
sacrificial  sand  placement  such  as  infrastructure  relocation,  restoration,  and  beach  dunes  be 
evaluated.  For  three  years,  25,000  yards  of  sand  that  was  removed  from  Angel  Island  was 
trucked  in  at  a cost  of  about  $300,000  a year.  After  the  third  year,  then  Mayor  Brown  stated 
that  other  ideas  should  be  researched.  A detour  lane  was  installed  in  case  there  was  further 
erosion  that  would  affect  the  roadway  and  a more  aggressive  maintenance  program  was 
implemented. 

Efforts  made  to  date:  Mr.  Filice  reported  that  a Task  Force  and  Stakeholders  meeting  was 
held  in  March  2005  to  evaluate  a series  of  alternatives  and  there  was  support  from  fourteen 
different  public  agencies.  The  Task  Force  is  looking  at  ways  of  effectively  moving  sand  in  the 
system  so  future  problems  are  not  created.  It  was  stated  that  the  USGS  is  providing  technical 
support  and  is  now  looking  at  the  Corps  of  Engineers  maintenance  practices  for  keeping  the 
ship  channel  open  in  order  to  move  hundreds  of  thousands  of  yards  of  sand  a year  out  of  the 
channel  and  possibly  moving  the  sand  inland  onto  the  beach  or  near  shore. 


Mr.  Filice  reported  that  the  project  is  now  an  interagency  function  to  influence  people  to 
communicate.  It  was  stated  that  there  has  been  success  in  obtaining  appropriations  in  the 
past  to  help  the  Corps  with  their  studies  and  funding  has  been  received  from  Boating  and 
Waterways  to  begin  program  studies.  The  USGS  and  a new  funding  partner,  the  Mineral 
Management  Service,  a group  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  manages  the  offshore 
mineral  leases,  natural  gas  and  oil  leases,  will  be  further  investigating  the  sand  movement, 
identifying  coarser  grain  sands  that  will  stick  on  the  beach  better,  and  beginning  more  scientific 
investigations. 


Mr.  Peter  Mull,  Corps  of  Engineers  reported  that  from  the  Corps  perspective,  there  is  a good 
opportunity  to  utilize  the  sand  that  is  removed  from  the  federal  shipping  channel  entrance  to 
the  Bay  and  that  over  the  last  couple  of  years,  sand  has  been  placed  adjacent  to  the  Sloat 
shoreline  in  late  May,  early  June.  It  was  stated  that  means  are  being  developed  to  support  the 
natural  processes  by  placing  sand  in  the  system  so  that  the  system  can  dissipate  wave  energy, 
as  it  needs  to  during  storm  cycles.  The  Corps  is  researching  the  possibility  of  permanently 
designating  the  location  as  an  alternative  disposal  or  placement  area  for  the  sand. 

Mr.  Mull  stated  that  the  Corps  is  using  best  sustainable  practices  and  using  sediment  to 
construct  vegetated  sand  dunes  along  that  section  of  Ocean  Beach  as  there  is  along  other 
stretches  of  the  beach.  The  sand  dunes  would  then  help  supply  the  beach  in  periods  of  storm 
activity;  the  vegetation  will  help  hold  that  in  place,  enhances  recreational  opportunities,  and 
may  even  provide  ecological  benefits  to  endangered  species  such  as  the  Snowy  Plover. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  thanked  Mr.  Filice  and  Mr.  Mull  for  their  presentation  and  stated  that 
she  is  pleased  that  alternatives  are  being  pursued  to  the  hard  structure  approach  that  was  the 
only  one  talked  about  many  years  ago.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  what  the  Commission 
and  Department  could  do  to  help  with  this  effort.  Mr.  Filice  stated  that  minor  Department  staff 
involvement  and  future  support  from  the  Commission  would  be  helpful.  Mr.  Mull  stated  that 
with  all  of  the  priorities  that  the  federal  budget  is  facing,  it  is  important  to  have  reminders  from 
local  constituents  that  this  is  an  important  project  to  the  City  that  supports  the  environmental 
and  sustainable  approach. 


8.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (Explanatory  Document: 
Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/lntergovernmentalOfficeUsePolicy.PDF)) 

STAFF:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 


Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  current  version  of  the  Intergovernmental  Office 
Use  Policy  is  much  more  restrictive  than  what  was  previously  proposed.  The 
Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  (explanatory  document  above)  was  read. 


President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  the  Policy  had  been  approved  by  the  City  Attorney’s  Office. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  confirmed  that  it  was  approved  by  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  and  had 
been  heard  by  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  January  meeting.  Vice-Chair  Wald  stated 
that  the  Controller’s  Office  might  ask  the  Department  how  it  is  monitoring  the  visiting  agency’s 
activities  and  for  its  relevance  to  the  Department’s  Charter.  It  was  recommended  that  the 
Department  prepare  a written  document  that  monitors  activities. 


Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  there  are  two  financial  aspects  (1)  coverage  of  telephone 
calls  and  (2)  availability  of  space.  It  was  stated  that  the  maximum  office  use  would  be  for  one 
year.  Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  case  that  led  to  this  issue  was  office  space  use 
for  the  UN  Global  Compact  who  spent  approximately  a month  in  the  office,  and  that  other 
people  were  also  using  the  space.  It  was  explained  that  office  use  is  available  as  a resource 
for  volunteers  and  presents  no  net  increase  in  expenditure. 


Vice-Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  is  unsure  whether  the  Controller’s  Office  would  think  that 
having  visitors  do  their  own  tracking  and  monitoring  would  be  acceptable  if  they  were  there  for 
an  extended  period  of  time.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  the  Commission  wants  to  make 
sure  that  this  situation  was  not  giving  any  City  property  for  non-City  use.  Director  Blumenfeld 
stated  that  is  why  the  office  use  is  restricted  to  inter-governmental  agencies  as  they  have  a 
prescribed  focus  of  what  they  are  doing. 
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Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  Auditor’s  concern  was  that  Impound  Account 
funds  were  being  used  appropriately  and  in  this  situation,  the  Department  is  not  paying 
anybody.  Vice-Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the  Department  monitor  the  visiting  agency’s 
activities  (e.g.  telephone  calls  and  photocopying)  instead  of  allowing  the  visiting  agency  to  do 
their  own  tracking. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  does  not  feel  that  the  Department  has  a 
volunteer  policy,  and  that  the  proposed  Policy  addresses  only  the  U.N.  issue.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Department  could  still  be  accused  of  providing  a gift  of  space  to  the  U.N.  Ms.  Wuerfel 
discussed  an  Operations  Committee  discussion  about  additional  space  needed  on  the  third 
floor  because  of  Departmental  overcrowding  issues  and  indicated  that  she  has  had  a hard  time 
reconciling  buying  more  space,  part  of  what  is  paid  for  by  the  Impound  Account,  but  yet  giving 
space  to  other  people.  Ms.  Wuerfel  recommended  that  volunteers  be  allowed  to  use  office 
space  but  not  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 


COMMISSION  VOTE:  Approved.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  was  approved  without 
objection.  (Absent:  Commissioner  King) 

9.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Election  of  Officers.  Upon  Motion  by  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Vice-Chair  Wald  was  elected  Commission  Vice-President 
without  objection  (Absent:  Commissioner  King).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  President  Pelosi  Jr.  was  elected  as  Commission  President 
without  objection  (Absent:  Commissioner  King). 


10.  INFORMATION:  Public  Notice  of  2007  Subscription  and  Renewal  of  Commission  on  the 
Environment  and  Committee  Notices  and  Agendas  as  required  by  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  Bylaws  (Explanatory  Document:  Subscription  Request  Form  (Word) 

http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Subscriptiontoagendas2007.doc)). 

STAFF:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


Ms.  Fish  announced  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Bylaws  Article  VIII  requires 
that  a request  from  a member  of  the  media  or  public  to  receive  notices,  agendas,  or  agenda 
packets  for  Commission  or  committee  meetings  must  be  in  writing  and  specify  what  the  person 
would  like  to  receive  and  whether  notice  by  email  is  preferred.  Such  requests  will  be  valid  until 
the  following  January.  In  January  of  each  year,  the  Commission  will  ask  each  person  on  the 
list  to  re-affirm  their  desire  to  stay  on  the  list  for  another  year  through  a notice  on  the 
Commission’s  January  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  this  notice  on  the  Commission’s  agenda 
fulfills  the  requirement,  and  that  a Subscription  Request  Form  would  be  forwarded  to  all 
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agenda  subscribers. 


Vice-Chair  Wald  asked  if  this  Bylaws  requirement  is  from  the  time  when  notices  were  sent  by 
mail  and  not  email  and  suggested  considering  revising  the  Bylaws  to  alleviate  the  work 
involved  in  this  process.  Ms.  Fish  advised  that  all  subscribers  at  this  time  with  the  exception  of 
one  receive  their  agendas  by  email.  It  was  stated  that  there  was  a lot  of  work  involved  in  the 
initial  mailing  list  updates  to  make  it  current,  but  should  not  be  as  time  consuming  at  this  time. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  recommended  that  the  Subscription  Request  Form  could  be  revised 
to  request  that  people  respond  only  if  they  want  to  be  deleted  from  the  list  instead  of  sending  a 
yearly  request.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  sending  the  request  once  a year  is  a good 
policy  in  order  to  be  more  inclusive. 

11.  INFORMATION:Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/012307.doc 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

§ Communications  and  Correspondence 
§ Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 


Ms.  Fish  presented  a Commission  Secretary  Report  reporting  on  (1)  communications  and 
correspondence  received  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  that  will  be 
hosting  a Water  Utility  Climate  Change  Summit  on  January  31  through  February  1 and  (2) 
pending  City  Ordinances  on  a permitting  process  for  Farmers  Market  and  revisions  to  the 
Healthy  Products  Healthy  Children  Ordinance  (see  Commissioner  Secretary’s  Report  web  link 
above). 

12.  INFORMATION:Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  January 
17,  2007  and  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  April  18, 
2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room. 


Commissioner  Mok  reported  on  the  January  17,  2007  Operations  Committee  Meeting 
discussions  that  included  (1)  the  combined  Environmental  Justice  and  Recycling  program 
areas  Request  for  Proposal;  (2)  Environmental  Justice  Incoming  Grant  Awards  - funding 
allocation  and  timeline;  (3)  Operations  Committee  recommendation  of  approval  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Department’s  FY  2007-08  Fiscal  Year  Budget  and  Intergovernmental 
Office  Use  Policy. 

13.  INFORMATION:Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  Rescheduled  Meeting  of 
Tuesday,  January  16,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on 
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Monday,  February  12,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Vice-Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  January  16,  2007  meeting,  heard  a 
presentation  and  discussion  by  Ms.  Bonnie  Jones  and  Mr.  Jon  Loiacono,  SFPUC,  on  the 
mid-phase  of  the  SFPUC  Sewer  System  Master  Plan,  which  is  in  fulfillment  of  Urban 
Environmental  Accord  Action  21  which  was  selected  by  the  Commission  as  a priority  for 
2006.  Mr.  Michael  Cohen,  Director  of  Mayor’s  Office  of  Base  Reuse  and  Real  Estate 
Development  presented  an  informational  presentation  and  discussion  on  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Sustainability  and  Land  Use  Plans.  The  February  12,  2007  meeting  will  include  the 
Department’s  Strategic  Plan  for  2007-2009  for  Toxics  Reduction,  Outreach  and 
Environmental  Education  and  an  agenda  item  to  discuss  and  recommend  for  action  to  the 
Commission  three  key  actions  from  the  Accords  that  the  Commission  should  adopt  for  2007. 

14.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/DirectorsReportJanuary2007.doc 

Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the 
Environment  will  give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating 
to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education 
Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the 
Urban  Forestry  Division. 


Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Director’s  Report  that  can  be  referenced  in  the 
Director’s  Report  web  link  above.  It  was  stated  that  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  introduced 
legislation  requiring  all  bags  at  supermarkets  to  be  compostable  and  Vice-Chair  Wald 
advised  that  the  National  Resources  Defense  Council  would  be  endorsing  the  legislation. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  not  all  information  was  received  from  the  bag  companies 
by  the  Friday  deadline,  but  once  received  would  be  put  together  in  a comprehensive 
manner.  It  was  stated  that  one  of  the  ways  to  get  compostable  items  in  the  green  bin 
instead  of  the  black  bin  and  reach  the  75%  diversion  goal  is  to  offer  free  compostable 
bags. 


15.  INFORMATION:  Upcoming  City  Developments.  There  was  no  additional  discussion  on  this 
item. 


16.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

17.  INFORMATION:  New  Business.  There  was  no  new  business  heard  at  this  time. 

18.  FUTURE  AGENDA  ITEMS.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  at  the  last  Commission 
meeting,  a discussion  was  held  on  ways  to  promote  Treasure  Island  sustainability.  It  was 
stated  that  there  are  a number  of  other  challenges  on  Treasure  Island  such  as  energy 
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conservation  and  that  there  is  no  individual  metering  in  any  of  the  residences.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  asked  that  the  Commission  at  their  March  or  future  meeting  consider  what  kinds  of 
things  can  be  done  to  encourage  the  residents  of  the  island  to  conserve  water,  gas  and 
electricity  and  on  how  to  educate  people  on  what  goes  into  the  green  and  blue  bins. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  Treasure  Island’s  Director  of  Operations  report  on 
any  new  developments.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the  Commission  make  sure  that  the 
Hunters  Point  Sustainability  Plan  does  not  fall  off  the  Commission’s  radar  and  should  discuss 
ways  to  pursue  sustainability  there  in  the  near  and  future  term.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  that 
these  issues  be  heard  at  the  March  Commission  meeting. 

19.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

20.  ADJOURNMENT:  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:25  p.m. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  11  Grove  Street, 

San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_meeting. asp?id=15506\  or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon 
request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at 

Monica.  Fish@sfgov.  org. 


Adopted:  March  27,  2007 
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NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 


TUESDAY,  MARCH  27,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

MAR  2 3 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Johanna  Wald  (Vice- 
President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1 . CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  January  23,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  January  23,  2007  Regular  Commission 
Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=5451 3))** 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 


4. 


INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Announcement  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco’s  New  Landfill 
Diversion  Rate. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
STAFF:  Mr.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager 


5.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Single  Occupant  Vehicle  Reduction  using  GIS. 
SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (41  5)  355-3700  • Fax:  (41  5)  554-6393 


STAFF:  Mr.  Faiz  Khan  and  Ms.  Lauren  Seaby,  Clean  Air  Program 

6.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT  AND  DISCUSSION:  Proposed  Fluorescent  Lighting 
Requirement. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
STAFF:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program 

7.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords.  The 
Commission  will  consider  and  vote  on  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  R-2007-02-COE  to  prioritize 
three  key  actions  for  2007  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  R-2007-02- 
COE  (Word)  http://web1.sfaov.orQ/site/uploadedfiles/ResFile2007-02-CQEPrioritizeUrbanEnvAccords.doe.  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  Review  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/AccordsFinalMav23JEBTH2.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald 
STAFF:  Jared  Blumenfed,  Director 

8.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 
httD://webi.sfaov.ora/site/uDioadedfiies/032707.doc:  Mayor’s  Letters  Commissioners  Parking  (Word) 
httoJ/webl. sfaov.org/site/upIoadedbles/FreeParkinaPolicvRecommendations031 607.doc,  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfpov.org/site/u0loadedfiles/MTA%20Letter.pdf 

Ms.  Rachel  Buerkle,  Acting  Commission  Secretary 
Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

9.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

* Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting 
on  Wednesday,  April  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco-Center 
Conference  Room. 

10.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Gravanis  will  highlight  the  Meetings  of  Monday, 
February  12  and  Monday,  March  12,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the 
upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  April  9,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Flail,  Room 
421. 

11.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department 
of  the  Environment  will  give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic 
operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach 
and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction 
Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

12.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 

13.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items. 
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14.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

15.  ADJOURNMENT 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 
httD://sfoov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. aso?id=1 5506.  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at 
telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(d)sf gov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a 
meeting. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject 
matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each 
agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise 
announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the 
President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the 
posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on 
an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 


The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission 
meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United 
Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to 
Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and 
Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the 
War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  accessibility  hotline  at  (415)  554- 
6060. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting:  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats 
of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
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that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854; 
E-mail:  sotf@sfaov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task 
Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  piease  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at 
www.sfqov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  ceil  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the 
official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any 
written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments,  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled 
or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  piease  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and 

the  public. 

Posted:  March  23,  2007 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-02-COE  RESOLUTION  NO. 

March  27,  2007 

[Prioritize  Three  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Actions  for  Adoption] 

Resolution  prioritizing  three  key  Urban  Environmental  Accords  actions  for  adoption  by 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  the  Commission  and  Department  of  the 
Environment  to  work  on  for  Calendar  Year  2007. 

WHEREAS,  In  1945  the  leaders  of  50  nations  gathered  in  San  Francisco  to  develop 
and  sign  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  of  San  Francisco  was  chosen  by  the  United  Nations  to  host  UN 
World  Environment  Day  2005  during  the  historic  60th  anniversary  of  the  United  Nations,  and 
WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  sponsored  a week  long  celebration  with  over  350 
community-based  environmental  events  for  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  that  was 
attended  by  Mayors  from  around  the  globe,  and 

WHEREAS,  Every  day  of  the  World  Environment  Day  week,  the  participating  mayors 
met  in  Urban  Environmental  Accords  sessions  to  share  solutions  to  the  challenges  common  to 
all  mayors,  discussing  experiences  and  offering  solutions  to  ensuring  safe  and  clean  energy, 
water,  air,  food,  homes,  and  public  spaces  for  our  citizens,  and 

WHEREAS,  Mayors  acknowledged  the  importance  of  the  obligations  and  spirit  of  the 
1972  Stockholm  Conference  on  the  Human  Environment,  the  1992  Rio  Earth  Summit 
(UNCED),  the  1996  Istanbul  Conference  on  Human  Settlements,  the  2000  Millennium 
Summit,  and  the  2002  Johannesburg  World  Summit  on  Sustainable  Development,  and 

WHEREAS,  Mayor  Newsom  initiated  and  signed  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords, 
recognizing  that  for  the  first  time  in  history,  a majority  of  the  world’s  population  lives  in  cities, 
and  Mayors  and  local  policymakers  have  a unique  opportunity  to  provide  leadership  in 
advancing  sustainability,  fostering  vibrant  economies,  promoting  social  equity,  and  protecting 
the  planet’s  natural  systems,  and 
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Adopted: 


1 WHEREAS,  Under  the  leadership  of  San  Francisco,  100  Mayors  and  Cities  around  the 

2 world  signed  onto  and  began  implementation  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords,  and 

3 WHEREAS,  The  Accords  state  that  between  2005  and  2012,  cities  should  attempt  to 

4 implement  as  many  of  the  21  Accords  as  possible,  with  each  city  adopting  three  Accords 

5 every  year  with  progress  recognized  through  a City  Green  Star  Program  - with  4 stars  being 

6 the  objective,  and 

7 WHEREAS,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Policy  Committee  held  a public 

8 hearing  on  Monday,  February  12,  2007,  to  hear  input  from  the  public  on  which  Urban 

9 Environmental  Accords  should  be  prioritized  for  the  Commission  and  Department  of  the 

1 0 Environment  to  work  on  for  calendar  year  2007;  and 

1 1 WHEREAS,  at  that  hearing  The  Commission’s  Policy  Committee  and  the  Department 

1 2 of  the  Environment  considered  all  Accords  in  the  context  of  the  following  criteria  (1 ) political 

13  opportunities  to  move  issues  forward  in  the  coming  year,  (2)  available  budget  and  human 

14  resources  for  implementation,  (3)  current  national  and  regional  impact,  (4)  public  visibility 

1 5 aspects,  (5)  issues  that  would  bring  together  different  coalitions  effectively,  (6)  something 

16  measurable  that  can  be  completed  in  a year,  and 

17  WHEREAS,  the  Policy  Committee  and  staff  reviewed  progress  made  towards  all 

18  accords  and  identified  three  key  Urban  Environmental  Accords  actions  for  adoption  by  the 

19  Commission  on  the  Environment;  and 

20  WHEREAS,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  March  27,  2007  Commission 

21  meeting  considered  and  adopted  the  following  three  key  Urban  Environmental  Accords 

22  actions  for  adoption  to  work  on  for  calendar  year  2007  based  on  the  Commission’s  Policy 

23  Committee’s  recommendations: 

24  Action  5:  Waste  Reduction:  Adopt  a citywide  law  that  reduces  the  use  of  a disposable, 

25  toxic,  or  nonrenewable  product  category  by  at  least  fifty  percent  in  seven  years. 
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Action  8:  Urban  Design:  Adopt  urban  planning  principles  and  practices  that 


advance  higher  density,  mixed  use,  walkable,  bikeable  and  disabled-accessible 
neighborhoods  which  coordinate  land  use  and  transportation  with  open  space  systems 
for  recreation  and  ecological  restoration. 

Action  15:  Transportation.  Implement  a policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of  commute 
trips  by  single  occupancy  vehicles  by  ten  percent  in  seven  years. 

RESOLVED,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  adopts  as  priority  actions  for 
calendar  year  2007  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Actions  5,  8,  and  15. 

I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  approved  at  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment’s  Meeting  on  March  27,  2007. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
VOTE: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 
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Green  Cities  Declaration 


Recognizing  that  for  the  first  time  in  history,  the  majority  of  the  planet’s  population 
now  lives  in  cities  and  that  continued  urbanization  will  result  in  one  million  people 
moving  to  cities  each  week,  thus  creating  a new  set  of  environmental  challenges  and 
opportunities;  and 

Believing  that  as  Mayors  of  cities  around  the  globe,  we  have  a unique  opportunity  to 
provide  leadership  to  develop  truly  sustainable  urban  centers  based  on  culturally  and 
economically  appropriate  local  actions;  and 

Recalling  that  in  1945  the  leaders  of  50  nations  gathered  in  San  Francisco  to  develop 
and  sign  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations;  and 

Acknowledging  the  importance  of  the  obligations  and  spirit  of  the  1972  Stockholm 
Conference  on  the  Human  Environment,  the  1992  Rio  Earth  Summit  (UNCED),  the  1996 
Istanbul  Conference  on  Human  Settlements,  the  2000  Millennium  Summit,  and  the  2002 
Johannesburg  World  Summit  on  Sustainable  Development,  we  see  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  described  below  as  a synergistic  extension  of  the  efforts  to 
advance  sustainability,  foster  vibrant  economies,  promote  social  equity,  and  protect  the 
planet’s  natural  systems; 

Therefore,  be  it  resolved,  today  on  World  Environment  Day  2005  in  San  Francisco,  we 
the  signatory  Mayors  have  come  together  to  write  a new  chapter  in  the  history  of  global 
cooperation.  We  commit  to  promote  this  collaborative  platform  and  to  build  an 
ecologically  sustainable,  economically  dynamic,  and  socially  equitable  future  for  our 
urban  citizens;  and 

Be  it  further  resolved  that  we  call  to  action  our  fellow  Mayors  around  the  world  to  sign 
the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  collaborate  with  us  to  implement  the  Accords;  and 

Be  it  further  resolved  that  by  signing  these  Urban  Environmental  Accords,  we  commit 
ourselves  to  moving  vital  issues  of  sustainability  to  the  top  of  our  legislative  agendas.  By 
implementing  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords,  we  aim  to  realize  the  right  to  a clean, 
healthy,  and  safe  environment  for  all  members  of  our  society. 


[Signatures  & Dates] 


Urban  Environmental  Accords 


Energy  Renewable  Energy  | Energy  Efficiency  | Climate  Change 

Waste  Reduction  Zero  Waste  | Manufacturer  Responsibility  | Consumer  Responsibility 

Urban  Design  Green  Building  | Urban  Planning  | Slums 

Urban  Nature  Parks  | Habitat  Restoration  | Wildlife 

Transportation  Public  Transportation  | Clean  Vehicles  | Reducing  Congestion 
Environmental  Health  Toxics  Reduction  | Healthy  Food  Systems  | Clean  Air 
Water  Water  Access  and  Efficiency  | Source  Water  Protection  | Waste  Water 
Reduction 

Energy 

Action  1 Adopt  and  implement  a policy  to  increase  the  use  of  renewable  energy  to  meet 
ten  per  cent  of  the  city’s  peak  electric  load  within  seven  years. 

Action  2 Adopt  and  implement  a policy  to  reduce  the  city’s  peak  electric  load  by  ten  per 
cent  within  seven  years  through  energy  efficiency,  shifting  the  timing  of  energy 
demands,  and  conservation  measures. 

Action  3 Adopt  a citywide  greenhouse  gas  reduction  plan  that  reduces  the  jurisdiction’s 
emissions  by  twenty-five  per  cent  by  2030,  and  which  includes  a system  for  accounting 
and  auditing  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Waste  Reduction 

Action  4 Establish  a policy  to  achieve  zero  waste  going  to  landfills  and  incinerators  by 

2040. 

Action  5 Adopt  a citywide  program  that  reduces  the  use  of  a disposable,  toxic,  or  non- 
renewable product  category  by  at  least  fifty  per  cent  in  seven  years. 

Action  6 Implement  "user-friendly"  recycling  and  composting  programs,  with  the  goal  of 
reducing  by  twenty  per  cent  per  capita  solid  waste  disposal  to  landfill  and  incineration  in 
seven  years. 

Urban  Design 

Action  7 Adopt  a policy  that  mandates  a green  building  rating  system  standard  that 
applies  to  all  new  municipal  buildings. 

Action  8 Adopt  urban  planning  principles  and  practices  that  advance  higher  density, 
mixed  use,  walkable,  bikeable,  and  disabled-accessible  neighborhoods  which  coordinate 
land  use  and  transportation  with  open  space  systems  for  recreation  and  ecological 
restoration. 

Action  9 Adopt  a policy  or  implement  a program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial 
jobs  in  slums  and/or  low-income  neighborhoods. 


Urban  Nature 


Action  10  Ensure  that  there  is  an  accessible  public  park  or  recreational  open  space 
within  half-a-kilometer  of  every  city  resident  by  2015. 

Action  11  Conduct  an  inventory  of  existing  canopy  coverage  in  the  city  and  then 
establish  a goal  based  on  ecological  and  community  considerations  to  plant  or  maintain 
canopy  coverage  in  not  less  than  50  per  cent  of  all  available  sidewalk  planting  sites. 

Action  12  Pass  legislation  that  protects  critical  habitat  corridors  and  other  key  habitat 
characteristics  (e.g.  water  features,  food-bearing  plants,  shelter  for  wildlife,  use  of  native 
species,  etc.)  from  unsustainable  development. 

Transportation 

Action  13  Develop  and  implement  a policy  which  expands  affordable  pub  ic 
transportation  coverage  to  within  half-a-kilometer  of  all  city  residents  in  ten  years. 

Action  14  Pass  a law  or  implement  a program  that  eliminates  leaded  gasoline  (where  i: 
is  still  used);  phases  down  sulfur  levels  in  diesel  and  gasoline  fuels,  concurrent  with 
using  advanced  emission  controls  on  all  buses,  taxis,  and  public  fleets  to  reduce 
particulate  matter  and  smog-forming  emissions  from  those  fleets  by  50  per  ceni  in  seven 
years. 

Action  15  Implement  a policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of  commuter  trips  by  sing  e 
occupancy  vehicles  by  ten  per  cent  in  seven  years. 

Environmental  Health 

Action  16  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound  that  is  used  within 
the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a law  and  provide 
incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government. 

Action  17  Promote  the  public  health  and  environmental  benefits  of  supporting  locally 
grown  organic  foods.  Ensure  that  twenty  per  cent  of  all  city  facilities  (including  schools 
serve  locally  grown  and  organic  food  within  seven  years. 

Action  18  Establish  an  Air  Quality  Index  (AQI)  to  measure  the  level  of  air  pollution  and 
set  the  goal  of  reducing  by  10  per  cent  in  seven  years  the  number  of  days  categorized  ~ 
the  AQI  range  as  "unhealthy”  or  "hazardous." 

Water 

Action  19  Develop  policies  to  increase  adequate  access  to  safe  drinking  water,  aiming 
at  access  for  all  by  2015.  For  cities  with  potable  water  consumption  greater  than  100 
liters  per  capita  per  day,  adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  consumption  by  10  pe- 
cent  by  2015. 

Action  20  Protect  the  ecological  integrity  of  the  city's  primary  drinking  water  sources 
(i.e.,  aquifers,  rivers,  lakes,  wetlands  and  associated  ecosystems). 


Action  21  Adopt  municipal  wastewater  management  guidelines  and  reduce  the  volume 
of  untreated  wastewater  discharges  by  ten  per  cent  in  seven  years  through  the 
expanded  use  of  recycled  water  and  the  implementation  of  a sustainable  urban 
watershed  planning  process  that  includes  participants  of  all  affected  communities  and  is 
based  on  sound  economic,  social,  and  environmental  principles. 


Urban  Environmental  Accords:  Vision  and  Implementation 


The  21  Actions  that  comprise  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  are  proven  first  steps 
toward  environmental  sustainability.  However,  to  achieve  long-term  sustainability,  cities 
will  have  to  progressively  improve  performance  in  all  thematic  areas. 

Implementing  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  will  require  an  open,  transparent,  and 
participatory  dialogue  between  government,  community  groups,  businesses,  academic 
institutions,  and  other  key  partners.  Accords  implementation  will  benefit  where  decisions 
are  made  on  the  basis  of  a careful  assessment  of  available  alternatives  using  the  best 
available  science. 


The  call  to  action  set  forth  in  the  Accords  will  most  often  result  in  cost  savings  as  a result 
of  diminished  resource  consumption  and  improvements  in  the  health  and  general  well- 
being of  city  residents.  Implementation  of  the  Accords  can  leverage  each  city's 
purchasing  power  to  promote  and  even  require  responsible  environmental,  labor  and 
human  rights  practices  from  vendors. 

Between  now  and  the  World  Environment  Day  2012,  cities  shall  work  to  implement  as 
many  of  the  21  Actions  as  possible.  The  ability  of  cities  to  enact  local  environmental 
laws  and  policies  differs  greatly.  However,  the  success  of  the  Accords  will  ultimately  be 
judged  on  the  basis  of  actions  taken.  Therefore,  the  Accords  can  be  implemented 
though  programs  and  activities  even  where  cities  lack  the  requisite  legislative  authority 
to  adopt  laws. 


The  goal  is  for  cities  to  pick  three  actions  to  adopt  each  year.  In  order  to  recognize  the 
progress  of  cities  to  implement  the  Accords  a City  Green  Star  Program  shall  be  created. 
At  the  end  of  the  seven  years  a city  that  has  implemented: 


19  to  21  Actions 
1 5 to  1 8 Actions 
1 2 to  1 7 Actions 
8 to  1 1 Actions 
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shall  be  recognized  as  a 
shall  be  recognized  as  a 
shall  be  recognized  as  a 


City 

City 

City 

City 


■ 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE:  March  27,  2007 

TO:  Honorable  Commissioners,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

FROM:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

RE:  Commission  Secretary  Report  March  27,  2007 


Update  on  City  Legislation 
Legislation  pending: 

■ Ordinance  requiring  all  grocery  bags  in  San  Francisco  to  be  compostable  will  be  heard  in 
Committee  on  Thursday.  If  passed,  it  will  go  to  the  full  board  on  Tuesday,  March  27. 

■ Ordinance  establishing  permitting  process  for  Farmers’  Markets  on  Recreation  & Parks 
Department  property.  Heard  in  committee  January  22;  will  go  to  the  full  Board  January  30. 
Sponsor:  Supervisor  Mirkarimi. 


Supervisor  Alioto-Pier 

[Healthy  Products,  Healthy  Children 
Ordinance] 

Ordinance  amending  the  San  Francisco  Health  Code  by  re-numbering  and  amending 
Sections  34.1  through  34.3  and  adding  new  Sections  34.1,  34.2,  and  34.6  through  34.9,  to: 
re-state  the  ban  on  toys,  child  care  products,  and  child  feeding  products  made  with  certain 
phthalates;  repeal  the  ban  on  toys,  child  care  products,  and  child  feeding  products  made 
with  Bisphenol-A,  pending  State  action;  add  a new  title  and  findings;  provide  for 
implementation  and  enforcement,  including  administrative  and  criminal  penalties;  and,  add 
disclaimer  of  liability  and  severability  clauses. 

City  Operations/Neighborhood  Services  Committee,  3/22.  When  passed,  full 
board  to  vote  3/27. 

Supervisors  Maxwell,  Daly,  Mirkarimi, 
[Clean  Construction  Ordinance]  Ammiano 

Ordinance  amending  the  Administrative  Code  to  add  Section  6.25  to  require  City 
Contractors  to  adopt  clean  construction  practices  including  biodiesel  fuel  and  emissions 
controls  within  eighteen  months;  amending  the  Administrative  Code  to  add  Section  6.67  to 
allow  City  rlpnartmpnfs  that  arp  authored  to  award  Dublic  works  contracts  to  comnarp  hids 
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on  the  basis  of  clean  construction  practices;  and  amending  the  Environment  Code  to  add 
Section  411  to  authorize  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  assist  local  businesses  with 
off-road  construction  equipment  in  applying  for  funding  to  retrofit  or  replace  such 
equipment  and  to  require  annual  reporting,  and  making  findings,  including  environmental 
findings. 

Passed  first  reading,  3/20 


Legislation  Adopted 

[Public  Works  Construction  - Use  of  Recycled  Supervisor  McGoldrick 

Content  Materials] 

Ordinance  amending  Chapter  6 of  the  Administrative  Code  by  amending  Section  6.4  to 
require  recycled  content  materials  to  be  used  in  public  works  and  improvements  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible. 


Adopted,  3/13 

Correspondence  Received  from  the  Mayor's  Office: 

Email  from  Mr,  Miguel  Bustos  on  Proposed  New  Commissioner  Parking  Policy. 

Mayor's  Liaison  to  Boards  and  Commissions 
Office  of  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom 
Work:  415-554-6604 
miguel.bustos@sfgov.org 

Commissioners, 

I wanted  to  be  in  touch  with  you  about  a letter  that  Mayor  Newsom  sent  to  the  Municipal 
Transportation  Authority  (MTA)  yesterday  regarding  recommended  changes  to  its  free 
parking  policies  for  city  representatives. 

Before  the  MTA  Commission  yesterday  was  a series  of  recommendations  that  would  change 
several  of  the  City's  free  parking  policies  for  city  representatives.  (These  staff 
recommendations  are  attached).  The  Mayor  wrote  a letter  in  support  of  these 
recommendations,  which  he  believes  are  helpful  toward  ensuring  that  city  policy  is  fair  for 
both  its  representatives  and  the  public.  Additionally,  the  Mayor  asked  the  MTA  to  evaluate 
the  costs  and  benefits  of  replacing  free  parking  benefit  for  those  who  receive  it  when  they 
attend  City  Hal!  meetings  with  Muni  fastpasses.  The  Mayor  understands  that  such  a change 
may  or  may  not  be  a workable  idea  (for  example,  we  recognize  that  some  Commissioners 
must  stay  at  City  Hall  until  late  at  night  for  public  meetings  and  thus  riding  Muni  is  difficult). 
Nevertheless,  the  Mayor  suggested  that  MTA  evaluate  this  idea  in  the  coming  weeks  and 
months  as  it  would  promote  the  city's  Transit  First  idea,  encourage  transit  ridership  by  city 
leaders,  and  may  demonstrate  budgetary  savings. 

Please  call  me  if  you  have  any  questions  (554-6604). 

Miguel 


Attachments:  Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations  Letter 

Mayor's  Letter  to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority 


Board  of  Directors  & Parking  Authority 


Municipal  Transportation  Agency 


MEMORANDUM 


DATE:  March  16,  2007 


TO: 


Parking  Authority  Commission 


Rev.  Dr.  James  McCray,  Jr.,  President 
Cameron  Beach,  Commissioner 
Shirley  Breyer  Black,  Commissioner 
Wil  Din,  Commissioner 
Peter  Mezey,  Commissioner 
Tom  Nolan,  Commissioner 
Leah  Shahum,  Commissioner 


SUBJECT : Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations 


The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  provide  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  with  my 
recommendations  for  policies  that  will  address  free  parking  at  Parking  Authority 
administered  facilities.  There  are  nine  categories  for  your  consideration. 

1.  Parking  Authority  Commission 

Current  Practice 

The  Parking  Authority  Commissioners  were  given  free  monthly  access  cards  for  Parking 
Authority  administered  garages.  The  intent  of  distributing  these  monthly  cards  was  to 
encourage  visits  to  the  parking  facilities,  in  order  to  see  first  hand  how  the  program  is 
managed  and  operated. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  to  discontinue  the  use  of 
free  monthly  access  cards  for  all  Parking  Authority  Commissioners. 

2.  Citywide  Commission  Parking  at  the  Civic  Center  Garage 

Current  Practice 

Free  parking  at  the  Civic  Center  Garage  for  all  City  Commissioners  on  the  days  they  meet  for 
commission  meetings  is  a practice  that  was  implemented  at  the  direction  of  the  previous 
executive  director  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 
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FROM:  Ronald  Szeto,  Acting  Director 


Parking  Authority  Commission 
Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations 
Page  2. 


Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  extend,  by  policy,  the  privilege  of  free 
parking  at  the  Civic  Center  Garage  for  all  City  Commissioners  while  attending  regularly 
scheduled  or  special  commission  meetings  (not  committee  meetings)  at  City  Hall. 

Furthermore,  the  Parking  Authority  has  benefited  from  this  policy  when  commissioners  report 
problems  that  need  corrective  action. 

3.  Not-For-Profit  Parking  Corporation  Board  of  Directors 

Current  Practice 

The  practice  of  providing  free,  non-restricted,  parking  to  non-profit  garage  board  members  at 
the  parking  garage  where  they  serve  is  a practice  that  dates  back  to  the  early  1960s. 

Recommendation 

I recommend,  as  with  the  City’s  commissioners,  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission 
extend,  by  policy,  the  privilege  of  free  parking  for  non-profit  board  members  only  during 
regularly  scheduled  or  special  board  meetings  at  the  garage  they  serve.  Furthermore,  the 
Parking  Authority  has  benefited  from  this  policy  when  board  members  report  problems  that 
need  corrective  action. 

4.  Parking  Authority  Staff 

Current  Practice 

The  Parking  Authority  staff  currently  signs-off  all  of  their  tickets  during  official  business. 

Recommendation 

In  an  effort  to  control  sign-off  tickets,  I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission 
adopt  a policy  that  will  discontinue  Parking  Authority  staff  from  signing-off  parking  tickets. 
This  practice  shall  be  replaced  with  a reimbursement  policy. 

5.  City  Hall  and  Other  City  Departments  or  Agencies 

Current  Practice 

From  time  to  time,  the  Mayor’s  Office,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  other  City  departments 
or  agencies  request  free  or  reduced  parking  for  some  special  events.  Parking  Authority  staff 
has  accommodated  requests  in  the  past,  mostly  on  a verbal  basis,  if  such  requests  did  not 
severely  impact  revenues  or  operations. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  requires  any  and  all 
parking  requests  from  the  Mayor’s  Office,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and/or  other  City 
departments  or  agencies  be  submitted  in  writing  to  the  director  of  the  Parking  Authority  for  his 
or  her  review.  The  director  of  the  Parking  Authority  will  then  forward  the  request,  with  a 
recommendation  either  to  the  Commission  at  the  regular  meeting  if  time  pennits  or  to  the 
president  or  his/her  designee  for  final  authorization. 
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6.  City  Employee  Parking 

Past  and  Current  Practices 

In  the  past,  City  departments  or  agencies  were  allowed  free  parking  for  various  garages.  Since 
December  2006,  all  departments  or  agencies  that  were  not  legally  authorized  free  parking  are 
now  invoiced  for  their  parking. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  requires  all  City 
employees  and/or  departments  to  pay  for  parking,  except  for  City  employees  or  departments 
that  are  legally  authorized  to  park  for  free.  In  return  for  this  parking  privilege,  each  authorized 
City  employee  will  be  asked  to  complete  a survey  on  a semi-annual  basis  to  help  improve  the 
management  and  operation  of  the  parking  facilities.  On  an  annual  basis,  the  director  of  the 
Parking  Authority  will  issue  a report  identifying  the  utilization  of  the  monthly  access  cards. 

7.  Parking  Management  Firms,  Managers,  and  Attendants 

This  practice  also  dates  back  many  decades  and  must  be  approached  with  a layered  type  of 
policy,  because  many  individuals  will  be  affected  by  any  policy  restricting  free  parking. 
Initially,  President  McCray  instructed  me  to  eliminate  all  free  parking  for  garage  personnel, 
however  while  reviewing  this  matter;  significant  concerns  arose  indicating  the  policy  may  have 
a high  negative  effect  on  the  management  and  operations  of  the  parking  facilities. 

Therefore,  I divided  this  category  into  four  distinct  sub-categories:  (a)  Corporate 
managers/garage  managers/office  personnel,  (b)  Parking  management  firms,  (c)  Substitute  or 
part-time  parking  attendants  and,  (d)  Full-time  parking  attendants: 

(a)  Corporate  Managers,  Garage  Managers,  and  Office  Personnel 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  corporate  managers,  garage  managers,  and  office  personnel 
free  parking.  These  workers  are  scheduled  during  normal  business  hours,  and  they  also 
have  access  to  public  transit  as  an  option  for  their  commute  to  and  from  work.  This  sub- 
category is  encouraged  to  use  public  transit  or  alternative  modes  of  transportation. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  requiring  all 
corporate  managers,  garage  managers  and  office  personnel  to  pay  for  parking. 

(b)  Parking  Management  Firms 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  free  parking  for  garage  management  firms.  The  management 
firms  routinely  send  office  supervisors  to  their  garages  to  inspect  and  review  the 
management  and  operation  of  the  garages  under  their  jurisdiction.  Supervisors  then  sign- 
off  on  tickets  instead  of  paying  the  parking  charges. 
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Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  would 
discontinue  signing-off  tickets,  but  would  allow  management  firms  to  seek  reimbursement 
for  parking  charges  incurred  as  a result  of  official  business. 

(c)  Substitute  and  Part-Time  Parking  Attendants 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  free  parking  for  substitute  and  part-time  parking  attendants. 
Parking  management  firms  routinely  fill  sick  calls  or  vacant  shifts  with  the  use  of 
substitute  or  part-time  parking  attendants.  These  positions  sometimes  are  used  as  fill-in 
shifts  on  short  notice  or  fill-in  schedules.  These  positions  are  vital  for  maintaining 
adequate  staffing  levels  at  anytime  of  the  day  or  week. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  requires  the 
parking  management  firm  to  pay  for  its  substitute  or  part-time  parking  attendants’  parking 
charges,  and  then  seek  reimbursement  if  the  parking  charges  are  a result  of  official 
business. 

(d)  Full-Time  Parking  Attendants 

Current  Practices 

The  current  practice  allows  free  parking  for  full-time  parking  attendants.  This  sub- 
category may  have  the  biggest  negative  impact  on  the  management  and  operations  of  the 
parking  facilities  if  the  privilege  of  free  parking  is  removed.  In  order  to  fully  analyze  the 
potential  impact,  I sent  surveys  to  the  parking  management  firms  seeking  more  detailed 
information  regarding  the  parking  attendants’  primary  mode  of  transportation  and  their 
reason  for  driving. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  would  allow  free 
parking  to  full-time  parking  attendants  until  a comprehensive  study  is  completed  along 
with  updated  recommendations. 

8.  Service  Vendors 

Current  Practices 

This  is  another  practice  that  dates  back  many  decades  and  presents  a potential  revenue  loss  to 
the  City.  The  current  practice  allows  contractors  to  park  for  free  while  servicing  the  garage. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  would  discontinue 
free  parking  for  service  vendors.  This  policy  will  not  have  a negative  impact  on  the 
management  and  operations  of  the  parking  facilities,  and  will  be  in  line  with  eliminating  sign- 
off  parking. 
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9.  Customer  Service 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  complimentary  free  parking  to  customers  in  certain  circumstances. 
At  the  discretion  of  the  garage  management,  customers  can,  if  management  believes  it  is 
necessary,  have  a cash  transition  waived.  This  practice  has  been  permitted  in  order  to  improve 
customer  service  or  remedy  an  unforeseen  problem. 

Recommendation 

I recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a policy  that  requires  parking 
management  firms  to  pay  for  exceptional  transactions  rather  than  canceling  them,  but  they  will 
be  allowed  to  seek  reimbursement.  This  policy  will  not  have  a negative  impact  on  the 
management  and  operations  of  the  parking  facilities  and  will  be  in  line  with  eliminating  sign- 
off  parking. 

Summary: 

I believe  that  the  makeover  of  current  practices  that  I am  proposing  regarding  free  parking 
privileges,  reimbursement,  and  fees  charged  for  Commissioners,  city  workers,  garage  staff, 
vendors,  and  exceptional  transactions  are  fair  and  equitable.  If  these  policies  are  implemented, 
it  will  be  the  first  comprehensive  policy  document  that  addresses  all  nine  categories.  These 
policies  would  define  a prudent  framework  for  the  Parking  Authority. 

Moreover,  your  executive  action  will  replace  practices  that  I can  only  assume  were 
implemented  for  various  reasons  of  political  expedience,  miscalculation  or  lack  of  long-term 
planning.  The  recommendations  are  a result  of  an  extensive  study  and  critical  analysis  of  the 
situation.  Upon  adoption  of  the  recommendations,  they  will  serve  as  a guideline  for  future 
actions.  These  policies  will  determine  the  present  and  future  uses  of  parking  space  to  be 
administered  with  integrity,  fiscal  responsibility,  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  and 
Parking  Authority  as  an  end  result. 

The  new  policies  will  also  encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  and  other  alternate  modes  of 
transportation.  Moreover,  we  will  also  gain  an  excellent  opportunity  to  improve  our  garages 
and  services  with  the  feedback  and  comments  we  receive  from  the  noted  categories  listed  in 
this  report.  In  short,  the  proposed  changes  remove  outdated  practices,  and  implements  new 
policies  that  will  allow  the  Parking  Authority  to  standardize  its  rules  and  regulations  that 
reflect  sound  judgment  and  “best  practices”  that  are  needed  and  required  for  this  department  to 
continue  as  a vital  public  entity  and  asset  to  the  City  for  decades  to  come. 
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Office  of  the  Mayor 

City  & County  of  San  Francisco 


Gavin  Newsom 


March  20,  2007 

Chair  James  McCray  Jr.  and  Directors, 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Authority 
1 South  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Floor  7 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Chair  McCray  and  Directors: 

I write  this  letter  to  request  your  support  for  comprehensive  parking  reforms  that  will  be 
discussed  at  today’s  MTA  meeting  (agenda  item  15).  These  reforms,  which  change  our  city’s 
historic  policy  of  providing  free  parking  to  city  representatives,  advance  good-government 
principles  that  will  improve  the  way  our  local  government  operates. 

When  I took  office  in  2004,  I reversed  a long-standing  policy  of  providing  free  parking  at  City 
Hall  for  Mayor’s  Office  employees.  Our  office  instead  established  a monthly  parking  fee  for 
employees.  I instituted  this  new  policy  out  of  a strong  belief  that  my  employees  should  not 
receive  preferential  treatment  from  fees  that  all  other  San  Franciscans  have  to  pay.  Such  free 
parking  policies  represent  a perk  that  provides  privileges  for  some  at  the  expense  of  local 
taxpayers. 

The  recommended  changes  to  historic  parking  fee  practices  that  are  before  you  today  advance 
important  reform.  I believe  these  practices — however  well-intentioned — have  lacked  fairness 
and  limited  adequate  oversight  of  parking  fees.  I therefore  agree  with  the  staffs 
recommendations  to  modify  these  policies.  Limiting  free  parking  for  city  representatives  and 
contractors  to  those  circumstances  where  absolutely  necessary  and  appropriate,  as  well  as 
abolishing  the  practice  of  Parking  Authority  employees  signing  off  on  their  own  tickets,  is  long 
overdue. 

I would  however  ask  that  the  MTA  exceed  the  staff  recommendations  in  one  area.  Currently, 
Commissioners  do  not  have  to  pay  for  parking  in  the  Civic  Center  Garage  while  attending  their 
public  Commission  meetings  in  City  Hall.  In  many  respects  this  makes  sense  since 
Commissioners  spend  hours  per  week  serving  the  public  with  no  salary.  However,  I would  ask 
the  MTA  to  evaluate  the  costs  and  benefits  of  replacing  this  parking  policy  with  the  provision  of 
a Muni  fast  pass  to  Commissioners.  Such  a change  would  serve  to  promote  our  city’s  Transit 
First  policy  and  may  demonstrate  budget  savings. 
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I am  hopeful  that  the  MTA  will  approve  these  policy  changes  and  oversee  their  speedy 
implementation.  Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  letter,  please  contact  Miguel 
Bustos  in  my  office  (554-6604  or  Miguel.Bustos@sfgov.org). 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


Gavin  Newsom 


cc:  SFMTA  Executive  Director/CEO  Nathaniel  P.  Ford,  Sr. 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 

Tuesday,  March  27,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice 
President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
called  to  order  at  5:12  p.m.  Present:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Commissioners  Gravanis, 

King  and  Mok.  Excused:  Vice-President  Johanna  Wald. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  January  23,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  January  23,  2007  Regular  Commission 

Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfgOV.orQ/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=5451 3))** 


Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  that  a correction  be  made  to  the  meeting 
minutes  to  Pages  8-9,  Item  8,  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  on  her  public  comment 
section  so  that  it  reads  as  follows: 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  does  not  feel  that  the  Department 
has  a volunteer  policy,  and  that  the  proposed  Policy  addresses  only  the  U.N.  issue.  It 
was  stated  that  the  Department  could  still  be  accused  of  providing  a gift  of  space  to  the 
U.N.  Ms.  Wuerfel  discussed  an  Operations  Committee  discussion  about  additional 
space  needed  on  the  third  floor  because  of  Departmental  overcrowding  issues  and 
indicated  that  she  has  had  a hard  time  reconciling  buying  more  space,  part  of  what  is 
paid  for  by  the  Impound  Account,  but  yet  giving  space  to  other  people.  Ms.  Wuerfel 
recommended  that  volunteers  be  allowed  to  use  office  space  but  not  for  an  extended 
period  of  time. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  King,  the  January 
23,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  corrections  as  recommended  by  Ms.  Wuerfel 
without  objection  (Absent:  Vice-Chair  Wald). 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  Eddie  Bartley  presented  a critical  comparison  of  long  term  costs  on  the  controversial 
Trans  Bay  Cable  project  compared  to  the  solar  alternatives  that  are  favored  by  City  voters 
(Explanatory  Document:  “The  Trans  Bay  Cable  Project:  The  case  for  how  San  Francisco 
becomes  powered  by  the  sun  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfQov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/TransBavCableProiectPublicComment.pdf.”  Mr.  Bartley  asked  the 

Commission  to  consider  a full  presentation  for  a future  meeting.  Comments  made: 

There  are  many  environmental  concerns  with  trenching  a 57  mile  copper  cable  into  the 
Bay  floor,  but  the  justification  with  not  proceeding  with  this  project  is  as  much  about 
economic  justice  as  it  is  environmental  justice.  The  30  year  estimates  for  this  project 
from  Babcock  and  Brown,  who  are  the  Australian  financiers  of  the  proposed  project,  are 
$1.6  billion  for  a 400  megawatt  feed  and  $2.1  billion  for  a 600  megawatt  feed  which 
would  be  paid  for  by  the  rate  payers.  Last  Sunday,  there  was  an  article  in  the  Chronicle 
featuring  a green  real  estate  developer  who  is  creating  a sustainable  village  in  Rohnert 
Park  on  175  acres.  They  are  spending  $7.5  million  to  create  a private  solar  plant  that 
will  generate  1.14  megawatts  enough  to  power  a thousand  homes.  Using  that  same 
math,  $2.1  billion  would  purchase  enough  solar  to  power  280,000  homes  of  the  355,000 
housing  units  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Miguel  Bustos,  Mayor’s  Liaison  to  the  Commissions,  expressed  the  Mayor’s  support  for 
the  proposed  fluorescent  lighting  requirement  and  Urban  Environmental  Accords  agenda 
items. 


4. 


INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Announcement  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco’s  New  Landfill 
Diversion  Rate. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
STAFF:  Mr.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager 


Mr.  Robert  Haley  reported  that  AB939  requires  Cities  and  Counties  in  California  to  submit 
an  Annual  Report  to  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  to  document 
whether  the  50%  landfill  diversion  mandate  is  being  met.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  he  had 
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submitted  a calendar  year  2005  report,  and  that  it  now  shows  that  we  are  at  69%  diversion. 
Last  year,  we  were  at  67%,  so  there  has  been  a 2%  increase,  which  is  quite  an  impressive 
diversion  rate.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  he  believes  it  is  the  highest  diversion  rate  of  any  major 
city  in  the  United  States  and  is  reflective  of  our  nation-leading  programs. 

San  Francisco’s  generation  (generation  is  disposal  plus  diversion)  has  increased  steadily 
over  the  last  decade  to  about  2 million  tons  per  year.  Our  landfill  diversion  has  increased 
even  more  dramatically,  from  less  than  about  400,000  tons  to  1 .4  million  tons  over  the  same 
period.  Our  diversion  has  more  than  tripled.  Meanwhile,  our  landfill  disposal  peaked  in 
1998  and  has  gone  down  from  about  887,000  tons  to  664,000  tons  in  2005.  We  have 
reduced  our  land-filling  by  200,000  tons  and  have  about  664,000  tons  to  go.  This  show  that 
our  diversion  policies  and  programs  are  having  the  desired  effects  and  that  our  goal  of  75% 
diversion  by  2010  is  within  reach,  but  each  percent  of  diversion  gets  harder. 

Mr.  Haley  explained  that  the  City  government  team  is  an  outstanding  team  that  has  worked 
very  hard  to  make  our  City  government  a waste  reduction  model.  A diversion  rate  of  80% 
for  City  government  operations  was  recently  estimated.  Technically,  the  75%  goal  has  been 
met  for  City  government.  There  is  a big  caveat  as  a lot  of  this  diversion  is  industrial  in 
nature.  Its  construction  and  demolition  debris  at  Public  Works;  its  sewage  sludge  at  the 
PUC;  and  it  is  tree  trimmings  at  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  So  there  are  big  City 
agencies  doing  their  part.  The  commercial  sector  is  similar  at  about  75%  diversion  but 
again  is  mostly  due  to  large  scale  industrial  activities  such  as  construction  and  demolition. 

It  was  explained  that  the  typical  City  or  private  office  or  typical  small  business  is  closer  to 
about  50%  diversion,  and  the  typical  home  is  lower  at  about  45%  diversion.  So  while  we 
can  celebrate  many  things,  we  also  have  a lot  more  to  do.  With  the  decades  of  leading 
programs,  education,  and  financial  incentives,  the  next  thing  for  us  to  do  to  significantly 
increase  diversion  is  by  legislation.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  we  need  to  make  composting 
and  recycling  mandatory  for  all  sectors  and  will  be  working  on  that  next. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  and  President  Pelosi  Jr.  congratulated  staff  for  their  work  over  the 
years  and  increasing  the  diversion  rate.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  look 
forward  to  working  on  legislation. 

5.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Single  Occupant  Vehicle  Reduction  using  GIS 
(Explanatory  Document:  GIS  Presentation  (PPT) 

http://web1.sfaov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GISPresentation.ppt) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

STAFF:  Mr.  Faiz  Khan  and  Ms.  Lauren  Seaby,  Clean  Air  Program 

Mr.  Faiz  Khan,  Transportation  Demand  Manager,  stated  that  Ms.  Seaby  who  works  with  the 
Clean  Air  Transportation  Program  will  give  an  informational  presentation  on  how  the 
Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS)  is  used  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  improve  air 
quality  in  San  Francisco  and  how  maps  are  being  used  to  get  customized  information  to  City 
employees  and  employers. 

Ms.  Lauren  Seaby  presented  on  single  occupancy  vehicle  trip  reduction  strategies  using 
GIS.  It  was  explained  that  GIS  is  a software  package  that  combines  database  technology 
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with  mapping  analysis  and  creates  an  environment  to  perform  spatial  statistics  on  data.  It 
functions  similarly  to  an  Access  database  or  Excel  spreadsheet  except  all  of  the  information 
is  geospatial  or  has  a location  in  space,  either  from  a street  address  or  a GPS-coordinate. 
Because  it  is  geospatial  information,  it  can  be  linked  very  easily  to  maps  and  you  can 
perform  spatial  analysis  on  that  information.  Topics  discussed  included: 

CCSF  Employees  and  Commuter  Benefits.  A map  was  shown  of  where  commute  trips 
originate,  split  evenly  between  employees  who  are  commuting  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  from  outside  of  the  City.  About  15%  are  currently  enrolled  in  the  Commuter 
Benefits  Program. 

Commuter  Benefits  Outreach:  GIS  is  being  used  to  perform  targeted  outreach  to  City 
employees.  Suggestions  for  specific  commute  alternatives  are  being  made  by  compiling  a 
comprehensive  database  of  all  transit  options  and  alternative  commute  information  in  all  of 
the  nine  counties  surrounding  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.  The  focus  is  on  information 
that  either  helps  commuters  get  around  from  within  the  City  or  brings  them  into  the  City.  All 
of  this  information  that  is  in  one  database  makes  it  possible  to  present  all  of  the  options  to 
commuters  while  promoting  the  Commuter  Benefits  Program. 

CCSF  Employees  Proximity  to  Transit:  A map  that  shows  transit  in  San  Francisco  and 
routes  bringing  people  from  the  northeast  and  south  bay  was  presented.  It  includes  bike 
trails,  Caltrain  Park  and  Ride,  Caltrain,  BART,  and  all  bus  routes.  It  was  reported  that  60% 
of  CCSF  employees  live  within  a % mile  of  a transit  option  (including  people  living  outside  of 
San  Francisco).  A Vi  mile  is  considered  a reasonable  distance  to  walk  to  transit.  Even 
more  employees  would  have  options  to  drive  to  Caltrain  or  BART  or  another  option. 

Because  60%  live  within  a % mile  of  a transit  option  and  15%  are  enrolled  in  Commuter 
Benefits,  it  is  compelling  that  the  number  of  people  enrolled  could  be  increased,  which  is 
why  it  has  been  so  useful  to  have  all  of  this  information  in  a GIS  framework. 

Rideshare  and  Vanpool:  If  transit  is  not  an  option,  the  program  is  able  to  cluster 
employees  that  can  easily  be  rideshare  or  vanpool  partners  and  could  utilize  Park  and  Ride 
to  do  so.  With  the  GIS  system,  it  is  possible  to  find  the  people  and  put  them  in  contact  with 
each  other.  Ms.  Seaby  stated  that  51 1 and  the  VPSI  Enterprise  who  have  vanpool 
programs  have  been  in  contact  to  advise  when  there  are  openings  in  existing  vanpools  and 
then  employees  are  queried  to  see  who  would  benefit  from  the  opening  in  the  vanpool. 

Bike  Mapper:  Internet  based  GIS  driven  service  that  provides  essential  commute 
information  to  cyclists.  Currently,  this  program  provides  Point  A to  Point  B bike  classes  for  a 
cyclist.  It  advises  what  class  of  bike  lane  is  along  your  route.  It  is  programmed  to  function 
like  a Mapquest  for  cyclists  that  gives  turn  by  turn  instructions  and  allows  the  cyclist  to 
decide  whether  they  want  the  quickest  distance,  one  that  avoids  hills,  one  that  has  high 
quality  bike  lanes,  bike  shops  along  the  way,  and  can  be  linked  to  real  time  road  information 
(road  closures,  etc.). 

Student  Class  Pass  Program:  This  program  offers  students  a discounted  MUNI  pass.  All 
students  participate  and  the  program  is  associated  with  their  normal  fee  schedule  at  the 
University.  They  get  a sticker  on  their  Student  ID  and  get  unlimited  rides  on  MUNI. 

Because  it  is  part  of  their  rates  and  tuition,  it  has  to  be  voted  on  by  students.  The  only 
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school  participating  in  this  program  right  now  is  USF  (undergraduate  students).  The 
program  has  not  been  offered  to  graduate  students  in  the  past. 

UCSF  Students  Within  % and  Vz  Mile  of  N Line:  Work  is  currently  being  done  with  UCSF, 
an  entirely  graduate  student  population  to  bring  the  Student  Class  Pass  Program  to  their 
campus.  UCSF  provided  information  on  the  distribution  of  their  students  in  relation  to  transit 
in  the  City  as  well  as  primary  UCSF  campuses.  It  was  determined  that  about  83%  live 
within  the  City  and  about  90%  demonstrate  some  type  of  financial  need.  Ms.  Seaby 
reported  that  GIS  mapping  and  spatial  analysis  shows  that  UCSF  students  would  benefit 
from  the  program.  The  program  was  presented  to  the  Graduate  Student  Association  at  a 
meeting  a few  weeks  ago  and  it  is  hoped  that  this  will  become  a referendum  that  they  will 
vote  on  in  the  Fall. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead  thanked  Ms.  Seaby  for  helping  with  the  Energy 
Program’s  solar  mapping  project  and  indicated  that  a presentation  would  be  given  at  a 
future  meeting. 

6.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT  AND  DISCUSSION:  Proposed  Fluorescent  Lighting 
Requirement  (Explanatory  Document:  Fluorescent  Lighting  Efficiency  (PDF) 

htto  ://web1  ■sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/FluorescentLiqhtinqReaPres.pdf). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

STAFF:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program 

Mr.  Cal  Broomhead  reported  that  two  years  ago  when  there  were  long  protracted  struggles 
at  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  about  local  government  programs 
being  able  to  run  their  own  programs,  it  was  proposed  that  incentive  money  be  removed 
from  retrofitting  T1 2 fluorescent  tubes  down  to  the  T8,  40%  more  efficient  lamps.  The 
Energy  Program  was  nervous  about  the  possible  loss  of  incentive  money  because  with 
return  on  investments  of  30%  to  40%  for  doing  lighting  retrofits,  that  is  often  the  way  to  get 
in  the  door  into  small  businesses.  Without  that  lighting  retrofit  incentive  available,  it  would 
have  been  too  expensive  to  go  in  and  fix  refrigeration,  heating,  and  ventilation  air 
conditioning  equipment  because  the  return  on  investments  is  much  lower  with  those  items 
typically  in  San  Francisco.  Fortunately,  there  were  enough  complaints  so  that  the  CPUC 
decided  to  continue  that  incentive  for  another  round.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  get  as  much  of  that  lighting  retrofit  work  done  in  this  current  cycle  as  it  is 
expected  that  incentives  will  be  taken  away  in  the  next  round  on  January  1 , 2009. 

Under  the  current  program,  the  goal  is  43  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  savings.  It  was 
advised  that  the  ban  that  is  being  proposed  comes  as  a result  of  a meeting  with  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  about  2 Vz  years  ago  where  it  was  suggested  that 
legislation  be  worked  on  to  get  building  owners  that  don’t  manage  their  buildings  very  well  to 
get  up  to  date.  It  was  advised  that  the  City’s  Code  Advisory  Committee  was  consulted  on 
their  opinion  on  how  to  ban  the  T1 2 lamps. 

Mr.  Broomhead  distributed  a handout  “Fluorescent  Lighting  Efficiency”  that  discusses 
potential  aspects  of  the  Federal  2005  Energy  Policy  Act  bans  on  sale  of  magnetic 
replacement  ballasts  for  linear  fluorescent  lamps  in  2010  (see  “Requirements”  section  of 
handout). 
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with  mapping  analysis  and  creates  an  environment  to  perform  spatial  statistics  on  data.  It 
functions  similarly  to  an  Access  database  or  Excel  spreadsheet  except  all  of  the  information 
is  geospatial  or  has  a location  in  space,  either  from  a street  address  or  a GPS-coordinate. 
Because  it  is  geospatial  information,  it  can  be  linked  very  easily  to  maps  and  you  can 
perform  spatial  analysis  on  that  information.  Topics  discussed  included: 

CCSF  Employees  and  Commuter  Benefits.  A map  was  shown  of  where  commute  trips 
originate,  split  evenly  between  employees  who  are  commuting  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  from  outside  of  the  City.  About  15%  are  currently  enrolled  in  the  Commuter 
Benefits  Program. 

Commuter  Benefits  Outreach:  GIS  is  being  used  to  perform  targeted  outreach  to  City 
employees.  Suggestions  for  specific  commute  alternatives  are  being  made  by  compiling  a 
comprehensive  database  of  all  transit  options  and  alternative  commute  information  in  all  of 
the  nine  counties  surrounding  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.  The  focus  is  on  information 
that  either  helps  commuters  get  around  from  within  the  City  or  brings  them  into  the  City.  All 
of  this  information  that  is  in  one  database  makes  it  possible  to  present  all  of  the  options  to 
commuters  while  promoting  the  Commuter  Benefits  Program. 

CCSF  Employees  Proximity  to  Transit:  A map  that  shows  transit  in  San  Francisco  and 
routes  bringing  people  from  the  northeast  and  south  bay  was  presented.  It  includes  bike 
trails,  Caltrain  Park  and  Ride,  Caltrain,  BART,  and  all  bus  routes.  It  was  reported  that  60% 
of  CCSF  employees  live  within  a % mile  of  a transit  option  (including  people  living  outside  of 
San  Francisco).  A Vi  mile  is  considered  a reasonable  distance  to  walk  to  transit.  Even 
more  employees  would  have  options  to  drive  to  Caltrain  or  BART  or  another  option. 

Because  60%  live  within  a !4  mile  of  a transit  option  and  15%  are  enrolled  in  Commuter 
Benefits,  it  is  compelling  that  the  number  of  people  enrolled  could  be  increased,  which  is 
why  it  has  been  so  useful  to  have  all  of  this  information  in  a GIS  framework. 

Rideshare  and  Vanpool:  If  transit  is  not  an  option,  the  program  is  able  to  cluster 
employees  that  can  easily  be  rideshare  or  vanpool  partners  and  could  utilize  Park  and  Ride 
to  do  so.  With  the  GIS  system,  it  is  possible  to  find  the  people  and  put  them  in  contact  with 
each  other.  Ms.  Seaby  stated  that  51 1 and  the  VPSI  Enterprise  who  have  vanpool 
programs  have  been  in  contact  to  advise  when  there  are  openings  in  existing  vanpools  and 
then  employees  are  queried  to  see  who  would  benefit  from  the  opening  in  the  vanpool. 

Bike  Mapper:  Internet  based  GIS  driven  service  that  provides  essential  commute 
information  to  cyclists.  Currently,  this  program  provides  Point  A to  Point  B bike  classes  for  a 
cyclist.  It  advises  what  class  of  bike  lane  is  along  your  route.  It  is  programmed  to  function 
like  a Mapquest  for  cyclists  that  gives  turn  by  turn  instructions  and  allows  the  cyclist  to 
decide  whether  they  want  the  quickest  distance,  one  that  avoids  hills,  one  that  has  high 
quality  bike  lanes,  bike  shops  along  the  way,  and  can  be  linked  to  real  time  road  information 
(road  closures,  etc.). 

Student  Class  Pass  Program:  This  program  offers  students  a discounted  MUNI  pass.  All 
students  participate  and  the  program  is  associated  with  their  normal  fee  schedule  at  the 
University.  They  get  a sticker  on  their  Student  ID  and  get  unlimited  rides  on  MUNI. 

Because  it  is  part  of  their  rates  and  tuition,  it  has  to  be  voted  on  by  students.  The  only 
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school  participating  in  this  program  right  now  is  USF  (undergraduate  students).  The 
program  has  not  been  offered  to  graduate  students  in  the  past. 

UCSF  Students  Within  V4  and  V2  Mile  of  N Line:  Work  is  currently  being  done  with  UCSF, 
an  entirely  graduate  student  population  to  bring  the  Student  Class  Pass  Program  to  their 
campus.  UCSF  provided  information  on  the  distribution  of  their  students  in  relation  to  transit 
in  the  City  as  well  as  primary  UCSF  campuses.  It  was  determined  that  about  83%  live 
within  the  City  and  about  90%  demonstrate  some  type  of  financial  need.  Ms.  Seaby 
reported  that  GIS  mapping  and  spatial  analysis  shows  that  UCSF  students  would  benefit 
from  the  program.  The  program  was  presented  to  the  Graduate  Student  Association  at  a 
meeting  a few  weeks  ago  and  it  is  hoped  that  this  will  become  a referendum  that  they  will 
vote  on  in  the  Fall. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead  thanked  Ms.  Seaby  for  helping  with  the  Energy 
Program’s  solar  mapping  project  and  indicated  that  a presentation  would  be  given  at  a 
future  meeting. 

6.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT  AND  DISCUSSION:  Proposed  Fluorescent  Lighting 
Requirement  (Explanatory  Document:  Fluorescent  Lighting  Efficiency  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfQov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/FluorescentUahtingReaPres.pdf). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

STAFF:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program 

Mr.  Cal  Broomhead  reported  that  two  years  ago  when  there  were  long  protracted  struggles 
at  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  about  local  government  programs 
being  able  to  run  their  own  programs,  it  was  proposed  that  incentive  money  be  removed 
from  retrofitting  T1 2 fluorescent  tubes  down  to  the  T8,  40%  more  efficient  lamps.  The 
Energy  Program  was  nervous  about  the  possible  loss  of  incentive  money  because  with 
return  on  investments  of  30%  to  40%  for  doing  lighting  retrofits,  that  is  often  the  way  to  get 
in  the  door  into  small  businesses.  Without  that  lighting  retrofit  incentive  available,  it  would 
have  been  too  expensive  to  go  in  and  fix  refrigeration,  heating,  and  ventilation  air 
conditioning  equipment  because  the  return  on  investments  is  much  lower  with  those  items 
typically  in  San  Francisco.  Fortunately,  there  were  enough  complaints  so  that  the  CPUC 
decided  to  continue  that  incentive  for  another  round.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  get  as  much  of  that  lighting  retrofit  work  done  in  this  current  cycle  as  it  is 
expected  that  incentives  will  be  taken  away  in  the  next  round  on  January  1,  2009. 

Under  the  current  program,  the  goal  is  43  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  savings.  It  was 
advised  that  the  ban  that  is  being  proposed  comes  as  a result  of  a meeting  with  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  about  2 !4  years  ago  where  it  was  suggested  that 
legislation  be  worked  on  to  get  building  owners  that  don’t  manage  their  buildings  very  well  to 
get  up  to  date.  It  was  advised  that  the  City’s  Code  Advisory  Committee  was  consulted  on 
their  opinion  on  how  to  ban  the  T1 2 lamps. 

Mr.  Broomhead  distributed  a handout  “Fluorescent  Lighting  Efficiency”  that  discusses 
potential  aspects  of  the  Federal  2005  Energy  Policy  Act  bans  on  sale  of  magnetic 
replacement  ballasts  for  linear  fluorescent  lamps  in  2010  (see  “Requirements”  section  of 
handout). 
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President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  a good  job  is  being  done  on  the  legislative  part  of 
implementing  this  program,  and  that  there  is  also  an  opportunity  through  this  effort  to  bring 
attention  to  other  City  programs,  such  as  recycling. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  about  5000  City  businesses  have  been  retrofitted.  It  was 
explained  that  three  attempts  for  retrofitting  have  been  made  to  every  open  door,  and  a 
contractor  is  going  out  for  the  fourth  time  offering  a really  good  deal  and  if  not  accepted, 
then  the  legislation  will  come  along  to  help  bring  the  building  owner  into  compliance.  Mr. 
Broomhead  advised  that  some  of  the  problems  that  small  businesses  have  is  that  they  don’t 
know  if  they  will  have  their  lease  in  a year  and  may  not  be  around  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of 
the  return  on  the  investments,  or  they  are  not  responsible  for  paying  the  electric  bill.  As  a 
result,  it  is  important  to  leverage  the  building  owners. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  there  are  about  44  million  kWh  savings  to  be  generated 
through  this  ordinance  and  that  is  what  the  program  is  set  up  to  achieve. 

7.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords.  The 

Commission  considered  and  voted  on  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  R-2007-02-COE  to  prioritize 
three  key  actions  for  2007  (Explanatory  Documents:  Approved  Resolution  002-07-COE 

(Word),  http://web1.sfQOV.org/site/uDloadedfiles/Res002-07-COEPrioritizeUrbanEnvAccords.doc  Urban 

Environmental  Accords  Review  (Word) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/AccordsFinalMav23JEBTH2.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald 
STAFF:  Jared  Blumenfed,  Director 

Director  Jared  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King  and  Wald  heard  this 
item  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  and  prioritized  three  key  actions  for  2007.  The 
Resolution  that  the  Commission  is  voting  on  would  prioritize  Actions  that  include: 

Action  5:  Waste  Reduction:  Adopt  a citywide  law  that  reduces  the  use  of  a 
disposable,  toxic,  or  nonrenewable  product  category  by  at  least  fifty  percent  in 
seven  years. 

The  goal  that  the  Policy  Committee  members  stated  was  particularly  bottled  water. 

Action  8:  Urban  Design:  Adopt  urban  planning  principles  and  practices  that 
advance  higher  density,  mixed  use,  walkable,  bikeable  and  disabled-accessible 
neighborhoods  which  coordinate  land  use  and  transportation  with  open  space 
systems  for  recreation  and  ecological  restoration. 

Action  15:  Transportation.  Implement  a policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of 
commute  trips  by  single  occupancy  vehicles  by  ten  percent  in  seven  years. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Clean  Air  Transportation  group  is  working  on  this 
action  step  as  the  Commission  has  heard  through  the  presentation  on  the  single 
occupant  vehicle  reduction  using  the  GIS  system. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  three  action  steps  that  the  Commission  hoped  to  work 
with  last  year  on  habitat  issues  and  corridors,  food  and  local  organic  food  in  the  School 
District,  and  reuse  and  recycled  water  has  not  been  completed,  and  that  work  needs  to 
continue  on  these  action  steps  in  addition  to  the  new  ones  selected. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  three  action  steps  that  were  chosen  for  this  year 
are  ones  that  the  Commission  can  add  a significant  value  to,  may  be  working  on  currently, 
and  that  the  timing  is  critical. 

For  Action  5,  it  is  time  to  end  the  practice  of  the  City  purchasing  bottled  water  and 
reducing  toxics  in  baby  toys  and  baby  bottles. 

For  Action  8,  Urban  Design,  the  Committee  heard  public  comment  on  how  this  action 
was  important  because  it  can  go  along  with  a comprehensive  look  at  land  use  planning. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  at  a previous  meeting,  Mr.  Michael  Cohen  discussed 
the  Hunters  Point  Sustainability  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  important 
for  the  Commission  to  make  sure  that  all  of  the  elements  in  Action  8 are  included  in 
comprehensive  planning  efforts  such  as  the  Hunters  Point  Plan.  It  was  explained  that 
Action  8 can  include  open  space  systems  for  recreation  and  ecological  restoration, 
which  means  street  tree  planting  as  well  as  planting  in  our  parks  and  ecological 
stewardship. 

For  Action  15,  Transportation,  relates  to  global  warming  and  reducing  our  fossil  fuel 
emissions  through  transportation  policies. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  these  action  steps  are  general  enough  to  incorporate  more 
specifics  at  a future  date. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  King  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Resolution 
File  No,  2007-02-COE  to  prioritize  three  key  Urban  Environmental  Accord  actions  for 
2007  was  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Vice-President  Wald). 

8.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 

httpj/webi .sfaov.ora/site/uDioadedfiies/032707 .doc:  Mayor’s  Letters  Commissioners  Parking  (Word) 

httD://web1.sfaov.orq/site/uDloadedfiles/FreeParkinaPolicvRecommendations031607.doc',  (PDF) 
htto://web1. sfaov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/MTA%20Letter.  pdf 


Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

The  Commission  Secretary  was  not  present  to  give  a report.  All  relevant  documents  were 
included  in  the  Commission  packet  for  reference.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that 
documents  were  posted  on  the  website  (see  explanatory  links  above). 

9.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  reported'that  the  next  Operations  Committee 
meeting  will  be  on  Wednesday,  April  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco- 
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Center  Conference  Room.  It  was  reported  that  at  the  last  Commission  Operations 
Committee  meeting  in  January,  the  2007-08  Fiscal  Year  Budget  was  approved  and  a 
lot  of  time  was  spent  on  the  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy 

10.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Policy  Committee  Chair  Wald  was  excused  from  this  meeting. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  highlighted  the  Meetings  of  Monday,  February  12  and 
Monday,  March  12,  2007  and  reviewed  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on 
Monday,  April  9,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  has  met  twice  since  the 
last  Commission  meeting  in  January.  On  February  12,  the  Strategic  Plan  was 
discussed,  specifically  the  Toxics  Reduction,  Outreach,  and  the  Environmental 
Education  Programs,  and  there  was  a discussion  on  prioritizing  the  Urban  Accords. 

At  the  March  meeting,  the  focus  was  on  transportation — there  were  four  excellent 
guest  speakers,  Mr.  David  Burch,  from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  District  who 
discussed  their  programs  and  grants  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is 
taking  advantage  of  to  reduce  emissions  related  to  cars.  Mr.  Burch  pointed  out  that 
reducing  motor  vehicle  use  was  not  only  going  to  reduce  air  pollution,  it  was  also 
related  to  water  pollution,  visual  clutter  on  our  streets,  and  making  our  streets  safer 
for  bikers,  pedestrians,  and  freeing  up  land  that  could  be  put  to  higher  uses.  He 
pointed  out  that  public  policy  should  be  created  to  encourage  people  to  live  without  a 
car,  not  just  to  reduce  miles  traveled  in  a car. 

Mr.  Peter  Albert,  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA),  talked  about  the  bike 
network  that  the  MTA  is  currently  working  on,  public  health  aspects  such  as  the 
“Shape  Up”  challenge  for  kids  and  teenagers,  and  presented  updates  on  current 
MTA  projects  e.g.  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail,  the  Bus  Rapid  Transit,  and  the  Better 
Streets  Program.  Mr.  Albert  talked  about  specific  Neighborhood  Plans  that  are 
currently  being  worked  on. 

Mr.  Andy  Thornley,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  talked  about  bicycle  programs. 

Mr.  Doug  Kimsey,  from  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  talked  about 
activities  on  a regional  level,  e.g.  the  ridesharing  program  and  the  controversial  “hot 
lane”  program. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  advised  that  future  agenda  items  include  more  specific  ways 
to  implement  the  accords  on  the  bottled  water  issue,  specific  transportation  and 
comprehensive  land  use  planning  issues.  It  was  stated  that  people  who  are  working 
on  protecting  the  McCloud  River  from  a bottled  water  proposal  in  the  northern  part  of 
the  state  would  be  invited  to  present  at  a future  Committee  meeting. 

11.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

httpJ/webl.  sfaov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/DirectorsReDortMarch2007.  doc 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  gave  updates  on  SFE 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic 
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Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice 
Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  voted  today  10-1  to  approve 
the  plastic  bag  ban.  It  was  stated  that  this  issue  came  out  of  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  three  years  ago  from  a public  meeting  in  Chinatown  where  the  community 
was  asked  for  their  priorities.  Their  number  one  priority  was  to  ban  plastic  bags. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  has  been  a three-year  fight,  but  the  ban  will  help  to 
reduce  430,000  gallons  of  oil,  1 .9  million  pounds  of  C02  and  the  equivalent  of  taking 
143,000  cars  off  the  street  for  a day  simply  by  getting  rid  of  plastic  bags. 

Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  other  big  environmental  issue  was  on  phthalates, 

(a  plasticizer  that  allows  plastics  to  be  malleable)  and  biphenyl  A in  children’s  toys. 
These  chemicals  are  likely  to  end  up  in  children’s  mouths  by  way  of  items  such  as 
pacifiers  and  baby  bottles.  It  was  explained  that  these  items  are  endocrine  disrupters 
that  leach  from  the  baby’s  toys  into  the  children  themselves.  Director  Blumenfeld 
advised  that  San  Francisco  redid  the  Ordinance  to  make  it  implementable,  and  indicated 
that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  will  be 
taking  a lead  role  to  make  sure  that  our  children  are  not  exposed  to  these  chemicals. 

Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  Business  Council  on  Climate  Change  was 
launched.  It  was  stated  that  there  are  many  updates  contained  in  the  Director’s  Report 
and  commended  Department  staff  for  implementing  in  two  months  what  it  may  take  an 
organization  a year  to  achieve. 

Commissioner  King  recommended  that  the  Commission  and  Department  be  proactive 
and  provide  outreach  on  alternatives  to  the  plastic  bag  before  the  ban  takes  place. 
Commissioner  King  stated  that  we  have  to  lead  by  example. 

Commissioner  Mok  thanked  the  Director,  the  Department,  and  Commission  and  stated 
that  it  required  everyone’s  input  to  implement  the  ban.  Commissioner  Mok  commended 
the  Outreach  Program  for  their  effort. 

Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  Department  had  a bag  giveaway  today  at  noon. 

12.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  There  were  no  President’s  announcements  heard  at 
this  time. 

13.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  impressed  with  Mr.  Bartley’s  paper  on  the  Transbay  Cable 
Project  and  would  like  to  learn  more  about  its  potential  negative  aspects  and  ask  whether 
we  really  need  the  project.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Commissioners  Wald  and 
Desser  heard  this  item  at  a previous  Policy  Committee  meeting,  and  the  issue  was  do  we 
need  it  and  secondly  if  we  don’t  want  it,  would  it  still  happen.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated 
that  it  could  be  worth  having  another  Policy  Committee  meeting  to  follow  up. 
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14.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

15.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:03  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 ) the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 
http://sfaov. ora/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp ?id=1 5506 : or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon 
request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.  Fish(a).sfaov.  ora. 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice 
President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was 
called  to  order  at  5:12  p.m.  Present:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  Commissioners  Gravanis, 
King  and  Mok.  Excused:  Vice-President  Johanna  Wald. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  January  23,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  January  23,  2007  Regular  Commission 
Meeting  (FITML)  http://sfgOV.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=5451 3))** 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
MAY  3 0 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  that  a correction  be  made  to  the  meeting 
minutes  to  Pages  8-9,  Item  8,  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy  on  her  public  comment 
section  so  that  it  reads  as  follows: 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  does  not  feel  that  the  Department 
has  a volunteer  policy,  and  that  the  proposed  Policy  addresses  only  the  U.N.  issue.  It 
was  stated  that  the  Department  could  still  be  accused  of  providing  a gift  of  space  to  the 
U.N.  Ms.  Wuerfel  discussed  an  Operations  Committee  discussion  about  additional 
space  needed  on  the  third  floor  because  of  Departmental  overcrowding  issues  and 
indicated  that  she  has  had  a hard  time  reconciling  buying  more  space,  part  of  what  is 
paid  for  by  the  Impound  Account,  but  yet  giving  space  to  other  people.  Ms.  Wuerfel 
recommended  that  volunteers  be  allowed  to  use  office  space  but  not  for  an  extended 
period  of  time. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  King,  the  January 
23,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  corrections  as  recommended  by  Ms.  Wuerfel 
without  objection  (Absent:  Vice-Chair  Wald). 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  Eddie  Bartley  presented  a critical  comparison  of  long  term  costs  on  the  controversial 
Trans  Bay  Cable  project  compared  to  the  solar  alternatives  that  are  favored  by  City  voters 
(Explanatory  Document:  “The  Trans  Bay  Cable  Project:  The  case  for  how  San  Francisco 
becomes  powered  by  the  sun  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/TransBavCableProiectPublicComment.pdf.”  Mr.  Bartley  asked  the 
Commission  to  consider  a full  presentation  for  a future  meeting.  Comments  made: 

There  are  many  environmental  concerns  with  trenching  a 57  mile  copper  cable  into  the 
Bay  floor,  but  the  justification  with  not  proceeding  with  this  project  is  as  much  about 
economic  justice  as  it  is  environmental  justice.  The  30  year  estimates  for  this  project 
from  Babcock  and  Brown,  who  are  the  Australian  financiers  of  the  proposed  project,  are 
$1 .6  billion  for  a 400  megawatt  feed  and  $2.1  billion  for  a 600  megawatt  feed  which 
would  be  paid  for  by  the  rate  payers.  Last  Sunday,  there  was  an  article  in  the  Chronicle 
featuring  a green  real  estate  developer  who  is  creating  a sustainable  village  in  Rohnert 
Park  on  175  acres.  They  are  spending  $7.5  million  to  create  a private  solar  plant  that 
will  generate  1.14  megawatts  enough  to  power  a thousand  homes.  Using  that  same 
math,  $2.1  billion  would  purchase  enough  solar  to  power  280,000  homes  of  the  355,000 
housing  units  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Miguel  Bustos,  Mayor’s  Liaison  to  the  Commissions,  expressed  the  Mayor’s  support  for 
the  proposed  fluorescent  lighting  requirement  and  Urban  Environmental  Accords  agenda 
items. 


4. 


INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Announcement  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco’s  New  Landfill 
Diversion  Rate. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
STAFF:  Mr.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager 


Mr.  Robert  Haley  reported  that  AB939  requires  Cities  and  Counties  in  California  to  submit 
an  Annual  Report  to  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  to  document 
whether  the  50%  landfill  diversion  mandate  is  being  met.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  he  had 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

March  27,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 

Page  3 


submitted  a calendar  year  2005  report,  and  that  it  now  shows  that  we  are  at  69%  diversion. 
Last  year,  we  were  at  67%,  so  there  has  been  a 2%  increase,  which  is  quite  an  impressive 
diversion  rate.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  he  believes  it  is  the  highest  diversion  rate  of  any  major 
city  in  the  United  States  and  is  reflective  of  our  nation-leading  programs. 

San  Francisco’s  generation  (generation  is  disposal  plus  diversion)  has  increased  steadily 
over  the  last  decade  to  about  2 million  tons  per  year.  Our  landfill  diversion  has  increased 
even  more  dramatically,  from  less  than  about  400,000  tons  to  1 .4  million  tons  over  the  same 
period.  Our  diversion  has  more  than  tripled.  Meanwhile,  our  landfill  disposal  peaked  in 
1998  and  has  gone  down  from  about  887,000  tons  to  664,000  tons  in  2005.  We  have 
reduced  our  land-filling  by  200,000  tons  and  have  about  664,000  tons  to  go.  This  show  that 
our  diversion  policies  and  programs  are  having  the  desired  effects  and  that  our  goal  of  75% 
diversion  by  2010  is  within  reach,  but  each  percent  of  diversion  gets  harder. 

Mr.  Haley  explained  that  the  City  government  team  is  an  outstanding  team  that  has  worked 
very  hard  to  make  our  City  government  a waste  reduction  model.  A diversion  rate  of  80% 
for  City  government  operations  was  recently  estimated.  Technically,  the  75%  goal  has  been 
met  for  City  government.  There  is  a big  caveat  as  a lot  of  this  diversion  is  industrial  in 
nature.  Its  construction  and  demolition  debris  at  Public  Works;  its  sewage  sludge  at  the 
PUC;  and  it  is  tree  trimmings  at  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  So  there  are  big  City 
agencies  doing  their  part.  The  commercial  sector  is  similar  at  about  75%  diversion  but 
again  is  mostly  due  to  large  scale  industrial  activities  such  as  construction  and  demolition. 

It  was  explained  that  the  typical  City  or  private  office  or  typical  small  business  is  closer  to 
about  50%  diversion,  and  the  typical  home  is  lower  at  about  45%  diversion.  So  while  we 
can  celebrate  many  things,  we  also  have  a lot  more  to  do.  With  the  decades  of  leading 
programs,  education,  and  financial  incentives,  the  next  thing  for  us  to  do  to  significantly 
increase  diversion  is  by  legislation.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  we  need  to  make  composting 
and  recycling  mandatory  for  all  sectors  and  will  be  working  on  that  next. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  and  President  Pelosi  Jr.  congratulated  staff  for  their  work  over  the 
years  and  increasing  the  diversion  rate.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  look 
forward  to  working  on  legislation. 

5.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Single  Occupant  Vehicle  Reduction  using  GIS 
(Explanatory  Document:  GIS  Presentation  (PPT) 

http://web1.sfQov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GISPresentation.PDt) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

STAFF:  Mr.  Faiz  Khan  and  Ms.  Lauren  Seaby,  Clean  Air  Program 

Mr.  Faiz  Khan,  Transportation  Demand  Manager,  stated  that  Ms.  Seaby  who  works  with  the 
Clean  Air  Transportation  Program  will  give  an  informational  presentation  on  how  the 
Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS)  is  used  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  improve  air 
quality  in  San  Francisco  and  how  maps  are  being  used  to  get  customized  information  to  City 
employees  and  employers. 

Ms.  Lauren  Seaby  presented  on  single  occupancy  vehicle  trip  reduction  strategies  using 
GIS.  It  was  explained  that  GIS  is  a software  package  that  combines  database  technology 
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with  mapping  analysis  and  creates  an  environment  to  perform  spatial  statistics  on  data.  It 
functions  similarly  to  an  Access  database  or  Excel  spreadsheet  except  all  of  the  information 
is  geospatial  or  has  a location  in  space,  either  from  a street  address  or  a GPS-coordinate. 
Because  it  is  geospatial  information,  it  can  be  linked  very  easily  to  maps  and  you  can 
perform  spatial  analysis  on  that  information.  Topics  discussed  included: 

CCSF  Employees  and  Commuter  Benefits.  A map  was  shown  of  where  commute  trips 
originate,  split  evenly  between  employees  who  are  commuting  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  from  outside  of  the  City.  About  15%  are  currently  enrolled  in  the  Commuter 
Benefits  Program. 

Commuter  Benefits  Outreach:  GIS  is  being  used  to  perform  targeted  outreach  to  City 
employees.  Suggestions  for  specific  commute  alternatives  are  being  made  by  compiling  a 
comprehensive  database  of  all  transit  options  and  alternative  commute  information  in  all  of 
the  nine  counties  surrounding  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.  The  focus  is  on  information 
that  either  helps  commuters  get  around  from  within  the  City  or  brings  them  into  the  City.  All 
of  this  information  that  is  in  one  database  makes  it  possible  to  present  all  of  the  options  to 
commuters  while  promoting  the  Commuter  Benefits  Program. 

CCSF  Employees  Proximity  to  Transit:  A map  that  shows  transit  in  San  Francisco  and 
routes  bringing  people  from  the  northeast  and  south  bay  was  presented.  It  includes  bike 
trails,  Caltrain  Park  and  Ride,  Caltrain,  BART,  and  all  bus  routes.  It  was  reported  that  60% 
of  CCSF  employees  live  within  a !4  mile  of  a transit  option  (including  people  living  outside  of 
San  Francisco).  A % mile  is  considered  a reasonable  distance  to  walk  to  transit.  Even 
more  employees  would  have  options  to  drive  to  Caltrain  or  BART  or  another  option. 

Because  60%  live  within  a % mile  of  a transit  option  and  15%  are  enrolled  in  Commuter 
Benefits,  it  is  compelling  that  the  number  of  people  enrolled  could  be  increased,  which  is 
why  it  has  been  so  useful  to  have  all  of  this  information  in  a GIS  framework. 

Rideshare  and  Vanpool:  If  transit  is  not  an  option,  the  program  is  able  to  cluster 
employees  that  can  easily  be  rideshare  or  vanpool  partners  and  could  utilize  Park  and  Ride 
to  do  so.  With  the  GIS  system,  it  is  possible  to  find  the  people  and  put  them  in  contact  with 
each  other.  Ms.  Seaby  stated  that  51 1 and  the  VPSI  Enterprise  who  have  vanpool 
programs  have  been  in  contact  to  advise  when  there  are  openings  in  existing  vanpools  and 
then  employees  are  queried  to  see  who  would  benefit  from  the  opening  in  the  vanpool. 

Bike  Mapper:  Internet  based  GIS  driven  service  that  provides  essential  commute 
information  to  cyclists.  Currently,  this  program  provides  Point  A to  Point  B bike  classes  for  a 
cyclist.  It  advises  what  class  of  bike  lane  is  along  your  route.  It  is  programmed  to  function 
like  a Mapquest  for  cyclists  that  gives  turn  by  turn  instructions  and  allows  the  cyclist  to 
decide  whether  they  want  the  quickest  distance,  one  that  avoids  hills,  one  that  has  high 
quality  bike  lanes,  bike  shops  along  the  way,  and  can  be  linked  to  real  time  road  information 
(road  closures,  etc.). 

Student  Class  Pass  Program:  This  program  offers  students  a discounted  MUNI  pass.  All 
students  participate  and  the  program  is  associated  with  their  normal  fee  schedule  at  the 
University.  They  get  a sticker  on  their  Student  ID  and  get  unlimited  rides  on  MUNI. 

Because  it  is  part  of  their  rates  and  tuition,  it  has  to  be  voted  on  by  students.  The  only 
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school  participating  in  this  program  right  now  is  USF  (undergraduate  students).  The 
program  has  not  been  offered  to  graduate  students  in  the  past. 

UCSF  Students  Within  'U  and  V2  Mile  of  N Line:  Work  is  currently  being  done  with  UCSF, 
an  entirely  graduate  student  population  to  bring  the  Student  Class  Pass  Program  to  their 
campus.  UCSF  provided  information  on  the  distribution  of  their  students  in  relation  to  transit 
in  the  City  as  well  as  primary  UCSF  campuses.  It  was  determined  that  about  83%  live 
within  the  City  and  about  90%  demonstrate  some  type  of  financial  need.  Ms.  Seaby 
reported  that  GIS  mapping  and  spatial  analysis  shows  that  UCSF  students  would  benefit 
from  the  program.  The  program  was  presented  to  the  Graduate  Student  Association  at  a 
meeting  a few  weeks  ago  and  it  is  hoped  that  this  will  become  a referendum  that  they  will 
vote  on  in  the  Fall. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead  thanked  Ms.  Seaby  for  helping  with  the  Energy 
Program’s  solar  mapping  project  and  indicated  that  a presentation  would  be  given  at  a 
future  meeting. 

6.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT  AND  DISCUSSION:  Proposed  Fluorescent  Lighting 
Requirement  (Explanatory  Document:  Fluorescent  Lighting  Efficiency  (PDF) 

http://web1. sfaov.org/site/uploadedfiles/FluorescentLiqhtinqReQPres.pdf). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

STAFF:  Mr.  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program 

Mr.  Cal  Broomhead  reported  that  two  years  ago  when  there  were  long  protracted  struggles 
at  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  about  local  government  programs 
being  able  to  run  their  own  programs,  it  was  proposed  that  incentive  money  be  removed 
from  retrofitting  T1 2 fluorescent  tubes  down  to  the  T8,  40%  more  efficient  lamps.  The 
Energy  Program  was  nervous  about  the  possible  loss  of  incentive  money  because  with 
return  on  investments  of  30%  to  40%  for  doing  lighting  retrofits,  that  is  often  the  way  to  get 
in  the  door  into  small  businesses.  Without  that  lighting  retrofit  incentive  available,  it  would 
have  been  too  expensive  to  go  in  and  fix  refrigeration,  heating,  and  ventilation  air 
conditioning  equipment  because  the  return  on  investments  is  much  lower  with  those  items 
typically  in  San  Francisco.  Fortunately,  there  were  enough  complaints  so  that  the  CPUC 
decided  to  continue  that  incentive  for  another  round.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  get  as  much  of  that  lighting  retrofit  work  done  in  this  current  cycle  as  it  is 
expected  that  incentives  will  be  taken  away  in  the  next  round  on  January  1, 2009. 

Under  the  current  program,  the  goal  is  43  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  savings.  It  was 
advised  that  the  ban  that  is  being  proposed  comes  as  a result  of  a meeting  with  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  about  2 y2  years  ago  where  it  was  suggested  that 
legislation  be  worked  on  to  get  building  owners  that  don’t  manage  their  buildings  very  well  to 
get  up  to  date.  It  was  advised  that  the  City’s  Code  Advisory  Committee  was  consulted  on 
their  opinion  on  how  to  ban  the  T1 2 lamps. 

Mr.  Broomhead  distributed  a handout  “Fluorescent  Lighting  Efficiency”  that  discusses 
potential  aspects  of  the  Federal  2005  Energy  Policy  Act  bans  on  sale  of  magnetic 
replacement  ballasts  for  linear  fluorescent  lamps  in  2010  (see  “Requirements"  section  of 
handout). 
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President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  a good  job  is  being  done  on  the  legislative  part  of 
implementing  this  program,  and  that  there  is  also  an  opportunity  through  this  effort  to  bring 
attention  to  other  City  programs,  such  as  recycling. 

Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  about  5000  City  businesses  have  been  retrofitted.  It  was 
explained  that  three  attempts  for  retrofitting  have  been  made  to  every  open  door,  and  a 
contractor  is  going  out  for  the  fourth  time  offering  a really  good  deal  and  if  not  accepted, 
then  the  legislation  will  come  along  to  help  bring  the  building  owner  into  compliance.  Mr. 
Broomhead  advised  that  some  of  the  problems  that  small  businesses  have  is  that  they  don’t 
know  if  they  will  have  their  lease  in  a year  and  may  not  be  around  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of 
the  return  on  the  investments,  or  they  are  not  responsible  for  paying  the  electric  bill.  As  a 
result,  it  is  important  to  leverage  the  building  owners. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  there  are  about  44  million  kWh  savings  to  be  generated 
through  this  ordinance  and  that  is  what  the  program  is  set  up  to  achieve. 

7.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords.  The 

Commission  considered  and  voted  on  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  R-2007-02-COE  to  prioritize 
three  key  actions  for  2007  (Explanatory  Documents:  Approved  Resolution  002-07-COE 

(Word),  http://web1.sfqov.orQ/site/uploadedfiles/Res002-07-COEPrioritizeUrbanEnvAccords.doc  Urban 

Environmental  Accords  Review  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/AccordsFinalMav23JEBTH2.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald 
STAFF:  Jared  Blumenfed,  Director 

Director  Jared  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King  and  Wald  heard  this 
item  at  the  Policy  Committee  meeting  and  prioritized  three  key  actions  for  2007.  The 
Resolution  that  the  Commission  is  voting  on  would  prioritize  Actions  that  include: 

Action  5:  Waste  Reduction:  Adopt  a citywide  law  that  reduces  the  use  of  a 
disposable,  toxic,  or  nonrenewable  product  category  by  at  least  fifty  percent  in 
seven  years. 

The  goal  that  the  Policy  Committee  members  stated  was  particularly  bottled  water. 

Action  8:  Urban  Design:  Adopt  urban  planning  principles  and  practices  that 
advance  higher  density,  mixed  use,  walkable,  bikeable  and  disabled-accessible 
neighborhoods  which  coordinate  land  use  and  transportation  with  open  space 
systems  for  recreation  and  ecological  restoration. 

Action  15:  Transportation.  Implement  a policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of 
commute  trips  by  single  occupancy  vehicles  by  ten  percent  in  seven  years. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Clean  Air  Transportation  group  is  working  on  this 
action  step  as  the  Commission  has  heard  through  the  presentation  on  the  single 
occupant  vehicle  reduction  using  the  GIS  system. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  three  action  steps  that  the  Commission  hoped  to  work 
with  last  year  on  habitat  issues  and  corridors,  food  and  local  organic  food  in  the  School 
District,  and  reuse  and  recycled  water  has  not  been  completed,  and  that  work  needs  to 
continue  on  these  action  steps  in  addition  to  the  new  ones  selected. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  three  action  steps  that  were  chosen  for  this  year 
are  ones  that  the  Commission  can  add  a significant  value  to,  may  be  working  on  currently, 
and  that  the  timing  is  critical. 

For  Action  5,  it  is  time  to  end  the  practice  of  the  City  purchasing  bottled  water  and 
reducing  toxics  in  baby  toys  and  baby  bottles. 

For  Action  8,  Urban  Design,  the  Committee  heard  public  comment  on  how  this  action 
was  important  because  it  can  go  along  with  a comprehensive  look  at  land  use  planning. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  at  a previous  meeting,  Mr.  Michael  Cohen  discussed 
the  Hunters  Point  Sustainability  Plan.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  is  important 
for  the  Commission  to  make  sure  that  all  of  the  elements  in  Action  8 are  included  in 
comprehensive  planning  efforts  such  as  the  Hunters  Point  Plan.  It  was  explained  that 
Action  8 includes  open  space  systems  for  recreation,  street  tree  planting,  as  well  as 
planting  in  our  parks  and  ecological  stewardship. 

For  Action  15,  Transportation,  relates  to  global  warming  and  reducing  our  fossil  fuel 
emissions  through  transportation  policies. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  these  action  steps  are  general  enough  to  incorporate  more 
specifics  at  a future  date. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  King  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Resolution 
File  No,  2007-02-COE  to  prioritize  three  key  Urban  Environmental  Accord  actions  for 
2007  was  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Vice-President  Wald). 

8.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 

httpj/webi .sfaov.ora/site/uDioadedFiies/032707 .doc:  Mayor’s  Letters  Commissioners  Parking  (Word) 

http://web1.sfQOv.orQ/site/uDloadedfiles/FreeParkinQPoUcvRecommendations031 607.doc',  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfQov.orci/site/uoloadedfiles/MTA%20Letter.Ddf 


Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

The  Commission  Secretary  was  not  present  to  give  a report.  All  relevant  documents  were 
included  in  the  Commission  packet  for  reference.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that 
documents  were  posted  on  the  website  (see  explanatory  links  above). 

9.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  reported  that  the  next  Operations  Committee 
meeting  will  be  on  Wednesday,  April  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco- 
Center  Conference  Room.  It  was  reported  that  at  the  last  Commission  Operations 
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Committee  meeting  in  January,  the  2007-08  Fiscal  Year  Budget  was  approved  and  a 
lot  of  time  was  spent  on  the  Intergovernmental  Office  Use  Policy 

10.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Policy  Committee  Chair  Wald  was  excused  from  this  meeting. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  highlighted  the  Meetings  of  Monday,  February  12  and 
Monday,  March  12,  2007  and  reviewed  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on 
Monday,  April  9,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  has  met  twice  since  the 
last  Commission  meeting  in  January.  On  February  12,  the  Strategic  Plan  was 
discussed,  specifically  the  Toxics  Reduction,  Outreach,  and  the  Environmental 
Education  Programs,  and  there  was  a discussion  on  prioritizing  the  Urban  Accords. 

At  the  March  meeting,  the  focus  was  on  transportation — there  were  four  excellent 
guest  speakers,  Mr.  David  Burch,  from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  District  who 
discussed  their  programs  and  grants  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is 
taking  advantage  of  to  reduce  emissions  related  to  cars.  Mr.  Burch  pointed  out  that 
reducing  motor  vehicle  use  was  not  only  going  to  reduce  air  pollution,  it  was  also 
related  to  water  pollution,  visual  clutter  on  our  streets,  and  making  our  streets  safer 
for  bikers,  pedestrians,  and  freeing  up  land  that  could  be  put  to  higher  uses.  He 
pointed  out  that  public  policy  should  be  created  to  encourage  people  to  live  without  a 
car,  not  just  to  reduce  miles  traveled  in  a car. 

Mr.  Peter  Albert,  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA),  talked  about  the  bike 
network  that  the  MTA  is  currently  working  on,  public  health  aspects  such  as  the 
“Shape  Up”  challenge  for  kids  and  teenagers,  and  presented  updates  on  current 
MTA  projects  e.g.  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail,  the  Bus  Rapid  Transit,  and  the  Better 
Streets  Program.  Mr.  Albert  talked  about  specific  Neighborhood  Plans  that  are 
currently  being  worked  on. 

Mr.  Andy  Thornley,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  talked  about  bicycle  programs. 

Mr.  Doug  Kimsey,  from  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  talked  about 
activities  on  a regional  level,  e.g.  the  ridesharing  program  and  the  controversial  “hot 
lane”  program. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  advised  that  future  agenda  items  include  more  specific  ways 
to  implement  the  accords  on  the  bottled  water  issue,  specific  transportation  and 
comprehensive  land  use  planning  issues.  It  was  stated  that  people  who  are  working 
on  protecting  the  McCloud  River  from  a bottled  water  proposal  in  the  northern  part  of 
the  state  would  be  invited  to  present  at  a future  Committee  meeting. 

11.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

http://web1.sfaov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/DirectorsReDortMarch2007.doc 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  gave  updates  on  SFE 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic 
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Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice 
Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  voted  today  10-1  to  approve 
the  plastic  bag  ban.  It  was  stated  that  this  issue  came  out  of  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  three  years  ago  from  a public  meeting  in  Chinatown  where  the  community 
was  asked  for  their  priorities.  Their  number  one  priority  was  to  ban  plastic  bags. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  has  been  a three-year  fight,  but  the  ban  will  help  to 
reduce  430,000  gallons  of  oil,  1 .9  million  pounds  of  C02  and  the  equivalent  of  taking 
143,000  cars  off  the  street  for  a day  simply  by  getting  rid  of  plastic  bags. 

Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  other  big  environmental  issue  was  on  phthalates, 

(a  plasticizer  that  allows  plastics  to  be  malleable)  and  biphenyl  A in  children’s  toys. 
These  chemicals  are  likely  to  end  up  in  children’s  mouths  by  way  of  items  such  as 
pacifiers  and  baby  bottles.  It  was  explained  that  these  items  are  endocrine  disrupters 
that  leach  from  the  baby’s  toys  into  the  children  themselves.  Director  Blumenfeld 
advised  that  San  Francisco  redid  the  Ordinance  to  make  it  implementable,  and  indicated 
that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  will  be 
taking  a lead  role  to  make  sure  that  our  children  are  not  exposed  to  these  chemicals. 

Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  Business  Council  on  Climate  Change  was 
launched.  It  was  stated  that  there  are  many  updates  contained  in  the  Director’s  Report 
and  commended  Department  staff  for  implementing  in  two  months  what  it  may  take  an 
organization  a year  to  achieve. 

Commissioner  King  recommended  that  the  Commission  and  Department  be  proactive 
and  provide  outreach  on  alternatives  to  the  plastic  bag  before  the  ban  takes  place. 
Commissioner  King  stated  that  we  have  to  lead  by  example. 

Commissioner  Mok  thanked  the  Director,  the  Department,  and  Commission  and  stated 
that  it  required  everyone’s  input  to  implement  the  ban.  Commissioner  Mok  commended 
the  Outreach  Program  for  their  effort. 

Director  Blumenfeld  advised  that  the  Department  had  a bag  giveaway  today  at  noon. 

12.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  There  were  no  President’s  announcements  heard  at 
this  time. 

13.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  impressed  with  Mr.  Bartley’s  paper  on  the  Transbay  Cable 
Project  and  would  like  to  learn  more  about  its  potential  negative  aspects  and  ask  whether 
we  really  need  the  project.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Commissioners  Wald  and 
Desser  heard  this  item  at  a previous  Policy  Committee  meeting,  and  the  issue  was  do  we 
need  it  and  secondly  if  we  don’t  want  it,  would  it  still  happen.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated 
that  it  could  be  worth  having  another  Policy  Committee  meeting  to  follow  up. 
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14.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no 
public  comment  at  this  time. 

15.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:03  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 ) the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 
httoj/sfoov. ora/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp ?id= 1 5506 : or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon 
request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.  Fish(g).sfaov.  ora. 


Approved:  May  22,  2007 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Johanna  Wald  (Vice- 

President),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  Jane  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  27,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  March  27,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting 
(HTML)  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=58406) 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  GreenPoint  Rated  in  San  Francisco.  This 
informational  presentation  will  provide  a GreenPoint  Rated  program  overview,  how  it  works 
with  other  green  building  programs,  a public  agency  perspective  on  program 
implementation,  and  a discussion  on  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  (Explanatory 
Document:  Memo  to  Commission  Green  Point  Rated  Program  (Word)). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

SPEAKERS:  Rich  Chien,  Residential  Green  Building  Coordinator 

Bruce  Mast,  Development  Director,  Build  it  Green 
Karen  Kho,  Green  Building  Program  Manager,  Alameda  County 
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5.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION.  Summary  of  revised  Rodenticide  Policy  and  Resolution 
approving  the  2007  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  (Explanatory  Documents:  (PDF)  2007 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/2007ReducedRiskPesticideUst.Ddf:  (PDF) 
Pesticides  Changed  in  2007  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uDloadedfiles/PesticidesChanqedin2007ReducedRiskPesticideList.Ddf:  (Word)  Draft 

Resolution  File  No.  2007-03-COE  Approving  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  2007 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ResFile2007-03-CQEADprovedPestiddeList.doc:  (Word)  Summary  of  Least 
Hazardous  Rodent  Management  Activities 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ProposalCOEMavQ7ver2.docL 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 

6.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  The  Commission  will  discuss  and  consider  approving 
proposed  grants  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Environmental  Justice  Program 
(Explanatory  Documents:  (Word)  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  2007-04-COE  approving 
Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards  http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uDloadedfiles/FileR-2007-04- 
coEApprovaiEJGrants.doc  and  (Word)  Environmental  Justice  Staff  Funding  Recommendations 
http://web1.sfqov.Drq/site/uploadedfiies/SF%20fundinqrecammendationsforEJarants2007.dac). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager 

7.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  The  Commission  will  discuss  and  consider  approving 
proposed  grants  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Recycling  Program  (Explanatory 
Document:  (Word)  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  2007-05-COE  approving  Recycling  Grant 
Awards). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Kevin  Drew,  Recycling  Program  Coordinator 

8.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Controller’s  Office  Proposed  Impound  Account  Guidelines 
(Explanatory  Document:  Use  of  Impound  Account  Funds  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/2007lmpoundAccountDraft2.docL 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

9.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Department  of  the  Environment’s  implementation  of  the 
Controller’s  Office  Audit  Report  Recommendations  (Explanatory  Document:  Controller’s 
Office  Audit  Report  Recommendations  and  Department  of  the  Environment’s 
Implementation  Status  Report  (Excel) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/COAuditRecommendationlmplementation20Q7.xls  and  Memo  to  Supervisor 
Elsbernd  on  Implementation  of  Audit  Recommendations  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/SupeElsberndAuditUpdateMav2007.doc) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

10.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 

htto://web1  .sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/CommissionSecretarvReportf  1 f.doc 

Ms.  Rachel  Buerkle,  Acting  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 
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11.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  April 

1 8,  2007  and  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  July  1 8, 
2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room. 

12.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  Meeting  of  Monday,  May  14, 
2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  June  1 1 , 
2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

13.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department 
of  the  Environment  will  give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic 
operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach 
and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction 
Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

14.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 

15.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items. 

16.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

17.  ADJOURNMENT 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 

httD://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=1 5506,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica . Fish (g)_sfaov.  ora  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after 
posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact 
information  listed  above. 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject 
matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each 
agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise 
announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the 
President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the 
posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on 
an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 
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Disability  Access 


The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission 
meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United 
Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to 
Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and 
Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the 
War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attende.es  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554- 
6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats 
of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854; 
E-mail:  sotf@sfaov.orQ.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task 
Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfaov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at 
www.sfaov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the 
official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any 
written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments,  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled 
or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and 
the  public. 


Posted:  May  17,  2007 
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DRAFT 

2007  San  Francisco  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List 

for  City  Operations 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
May  9,  2007 


S'* 


Preamble 

The  following  list  represents  the  pesticide  products  approved  for  use  under  San 
Francisco’s  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  (Adopted  10/96,  Chapter  3,  San  Francisco 
Environmental  Code).  The  list  will  be  updated  on  an  as-needed  basis  to  reflect  the  availability 
of  new  reduced  risk  products  and  the  removal  of  products  with  the  greatest  human  health  and 
environmental  concern.  Products  are  designated  as  Allowed  (A),  Limited  Use  (L),  and  Limited 
Use  of  Special  Concern  (L*).  Each  limited  use  product  is  accompanied  by  the  specific 
circumstances  under  which  it  is  approved  for  use.  In  all  cases,  restrictions  on  use  as 
determined  by  the  label  are  to  be  followed  as  required  by  law. 

Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Programs  involve  a number  of  elements  to  control 
pests  while  ensuring  a safe  working  and  play  environment.  Chemical  pesticides  represent 
only  a single  control  strategy  and  are  used  only  as  a last  resort.  Thus  all  chemicals 
included  in  the  RRPL  are  assumed  to  be  used  only  after  programs  are  in  place  to  improve 
sanitation,  prevent  pest  infestation,  and  implement  non-chemical  management  measures.  If 
such  a pest  management  program  proves  insufficient  to  control  a pest  then  the  chem  icals  listed 
below  may  be  utilized  as  tools  according  to  the  restrictions  specified  for  each  pesticide  product. 

San  Francisco’s  IPM  ordinance  allows  for  chemicals  to  be  used  that  are  not  on  the  List 
through  an  exemption  process.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  reviews  all  exemption 
requests  and  exemptions  will  only  be  granted  in  cases  of  well-documented  need  for  the 
pesticide  and  when  all  other  alternatives  have  been  tried  or  deemed  impractical.  In  addition, 
requesting  departments  must  develop  a pest  management  plan  for  preventing  further  use  of  the 
pesticide. 

For  more  information  on  the  creation  of  this  li  st,  see  the  “Guide  to  the  City  of  San 
Francisco’s  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  List."  For  more  information  on  the  City’s  IPM  Program,  see 
www.  sf environment,  ora 


Key  Points 

• A pesticide  list  is  not  an  IPM  program!  Pesticides  should  be  the  last  resort,  when  all 
other  tactics  have  failed. 

• This  list  is  for  institutions,  not  residents.  Many  pesticides  on  the  list  were  added  for 
specialized  purposes  not  found  in  residential  settings.  Homeowners  will  usually  need  few  or 
no  pesticides  to  successfully  manage  common  pest  problems. 

F 
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Site-Specific  Rodenticide  Plan  For  Control  of  Rats  and  Mice 

Modified  3/20/07 

Due  to  the  concern  over  primary  and  secondary  poisoning  the  type  of  rodenticide  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  applied  will  be  determined  by  the  general  site  characteristics.  Rodenticide  use  not  permitted  in 
this  document  may  only  be  performed  after  receiving  a waiver  from  the  Dept,  of  the  Environment. 
Landscaped  area:  area  under  cultivation 

Natural  area:  parklands  (including  any  lightly  managed  grasslands,  scrub  or  woodlands)  with 
significant  wildlife  concern 

Primary  poisoning:  Non-target  animal  eats  poison  directly 

Secondary  poisoning:  Non-target  animal  eats  poisoned  target  animal  as  prey 

Single-feed  baits:  Baits  with  brodifacoum,  bromodialone,  diethialone,  cholcalciferol,  or  bromethalin 

active  ingredients. 


General  Site  Description 

Inside  of  sewers  or  sewage  treatment  facilities 

Rodenticide  Use 

Baits  must  be  secured  either  inside  the  sewer  or 
inside  a bait  box.  Single  feeding  baits 
acceptable.  Monitoring  with  non-toxic  baits 
encouraged. 

Commercial  enterprises  (such  as  restaurants)  on 
leased  City  lands 

Trapping  only;  single-feed  rodenticides  allowed 
as  a last  resort  only  for  public  health  & safety 
considerations. 

Interior  of  structures  with  occupants 
(i.e.  office  space,  recreation  sites) 

Trapping  only. 

Interior  of  non-enclosed  structures 

(i.e.  storage,  stables,  airport  service  areas)  - not 

adjacent  to  natural  areas. 

Trapping  preferred.  Secure  and  anchored  bait 
stations  can  be  placed  inside  on  a preventative 
basis.  No  single-feed  baits. 

Exterior  of  structures  in  urbanized  areas  (i.e. 
perimeter  of  offices) 

Trapping  preferred.  Secure  and  anchored  bait 
stations  can  be  placed  inside  on  a preventative 
basis.  No  single-feed  baits. 

Exterior  of  structures  in  natural  areas 
Landscape  not  adjacent  to  a natural  area 

Multiple  feeding  baits  may  be  used  only  as  last 
resort  in  case  of  human  health  concern  or 
structural  integrity.  Baits  must  be  secured  within 
bait  boxes  or  buried  in  burrows.  No  pellets  or 
single-feed  rodenticides. 

Bait  placed  deep  inside  burrows,  minimize  use  of 
pellets,  mouse  sized  pellets  only,  must  be  buried 
deep  in  the  burrow.  No  single-feed  baits. 

Natural  area  or  landscape  adjacent  to  a natural 
area 

Multiple  feeding  baits  may  be  used  only  as  last 
resort  in  case  of  human  health  concern  or 
structural  integrity.  Baiting  should  be  limited  to 
sensitive  sites  such  as  campfire  areas,  or  on 
preventing  infestation  of  structures.  Baits  must 
be  secured  inside  bait  boxes  or  burrows.  No  use 
of  pellets  or  single  feeding  rodenticides. 
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KEY 

Pesticide  Types:  A=adjuvant,  F=fungicide,  H=herbicide,  1=  insecticide,  M=molluscicide,  P=plant  hormone,  V=vertebrate  control,  W=herbicide  in  water,  Z=public  health/  mosquitoes 
Use  Category:  A = allowed,  L=  limited,  L*  = special  concern 

Hazard  Tier:  *=highest  hazard,  "*=lowest  hazard,  /insufficient  data  to  complete  a hazard  assessment,  see  narrative  description 

EPA  Reg  #:  US  EPA  registraton  number,  from  Dept,  of  Pesticide  Regulation  databases.  "OLD”  = inactive  or  soon  to  be  inactive  registration  #.  First  two  groups  of  numbers  (XXXX-XXX)  identify  the 
product. 

NOTE:  Mosquito  control  products  are  listed  separately  at  the  bottom  of  the  list 

Pesticide 

Type 

Use 

Categ 

Hazard 

Tier 

Product  Name 

Active  Ingredients 

EPA  Reg  # 

Uses  / Limitations 

Amnt  Used 
in  2005 

F 

L* 

3336  WP  Turf 

methyl 

thioallophanate  50% 

1001-63-AA 

For  use  on  golf  courses  only. 

0.06  lbs 

F 

A 

Agri-Fos  Systemic 
Funqicide 

potassium 
phosphite  45.8% 

71962-  1-AA 

For  use  on  high-value  oaks  (Quercus  spp.) 
susceptible  to  Sudden  Oak  Death 

0 

Altosid  Briquets  by 
Zoecon 

S-methoprene 

2724-375-ZA-2724 

1 lbs 

W 

L 

Aquamaster  Herbicide 
(equivalent  to  Rodeo) 

glyphosate, 
isopropylamine  salt 
53.8% 

524-343-ZF 

May  damage  non-target  plants.  Use  for 
emergent  plants  in  ponds,  lakes,  drainage 
canals,  and  areas  around  water  or  within 
watershed  areas.  Only  as  a last  resort  when 
other  management  practices  are  ineffective. 
NOTE:  Equivalent  to  ’Rodeo  Emerged 
Aquatic  Weed  and  Brush  Herbicide,”  an 
older  product.  Rodeo  in  storage  may  be 
used  under  the  same  limitations. 

2.6  gals 

W 

A 

Aquashade 

tartrazine  2.39% 
acid  blue  9, 
diammonium  salt 
23.63% 

33068-1 -AA 

To  shade  out  aquatic  weeds 

9 gals 

1 

L 

Avid  0.1 5EC 
Miticide/lnsecticide 

abamectin  2% 

618-96-AA(OLD)  100-  896 
ZA(NEW) 

Nursery  use  only. 

0.04  gals 

1 

L 

Azatin  XL  Biological 
Insecticide 

azadirachtin  3% 

70051 -27-AA-59807 

Nurseries  and  established  plants  for 
interiorscapes. 

0 

' 

L 

BotaniGard  ES 

Beauveria  bassiana 
strain  GHA  1 1 .3% 

65626-8-ZA(OLD) 

Control  of  thrips  on  landscaped  plants. 
Biological  product  but  some  concern  over 
bee  toxicity. 

0 

A 

L 

CMR  Silicone  Surfactant 

polymethylsiloxane, 

nonionic 

1 050775-50025- AA 

Use  other  alternatives  pending  new  review 
of  siloxanes 

0 

1 

A 

Concern  From  The 
Earth,  For  The  Earth 
Pesticidai  Spray  Oil 
Dormant  And  Growing 
Season  Insect  Spray 

canola  oil  96% 

67702-  4-ZA-  50932 

For  use  only  in  sewers,  or  for  commercial 
establishments  that  are  not  adjacent  to 
natural  areas.  In  commercial 
establishments,  use  of  product  shall  be  a last 
resort  after  other,  less-toxic  measures  have 
been  implemented,  including  sanitation  and 
trapping.  In  sewers,  monitoring  shall  be 
used  whenever  feasible  to  minimize 
rodenticide  use.  See  site  specific  limits 

0 

1 

L 

Conserve  SC  Turf  and 
Ornamental 

spinosad  11.6% 

627 19-29 1-AA 

For  use  as  a last  resort  in  greenhouses.  If 
feasible,  alternate  with  other  products  to 
avoid  the  development  of  resistance. 

0 

V 

L* 

Contrac  All-Weather 
Blox 

bromadiolone 

0.005% 

1 2455-79- AA 

For  use  only  in  sewers,  or  for  commercial 
establishments  that  are  not  adjacent  to 
natural  areas.  In  commercial 
establishments,  use  of  product  shall  be  a last 
resort  after  other,  less-toxic  measures  have 
been  implemented,  including  sanitation  and 
trapping.  In  sewers,  monitoring  shall  be 
used  whenever  feasible  to  minimize 
rodenticide  use.  See  site  specific  limits 

120  lbs 

Inclusion  of  products  on  this  list  is  not  meant  as  an  endorsement  or  claim  of  efficacy  by  the  City/County  of  San  Francisco. 
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Pesticide 

Type 

Use 

Categ 

Hazard 

Tier 

Product  Name 

Active  Ingredients 

EPA  Reg  # 

Uses  / Limitations 

Amnt  Used 
in  2005 

P 

A 

Dip’n  Grow 

indole-3-butyric  acid 
1%;  NAA  0.5% 

64388-1 -AA 

Rooting  hormone 

0 

V 

L 

Ditrac  supersize  blox 

diphacinone  0.005% 

1 2455-1 4-ZA 

Concern  over  2nd  poisoning,  see  site 
specific  limits. 

6 lbs 

H 

L 

/ 

EcoExempt  HC 

eugenol  (clove  oil) 
21.4%;  2-phenethyl 
propionate  21.4% 

Exempt  from  EPA  Reg. 

Do  not  use  in  enclosed  areas. 

0 

1 

L 

Enstar  II  Insect  Growth 
Regulator 

S-kinoprene  64.1% 

55947-82-ZA-55947 

Nurseries,  roses. 

0.03  gals 

H 

L 

Ezject  Selective 
Injection  Herbicide 

glyphosate, 
isopropylamine  salt 
83.5% 

524-435-AA-524(OLD) 

Tree  stump  injection  especially  where 
resprouting  is  likely,  prefer  mechanical 
methods  when  possible  such  as  stump 
grinding 

0.0063  lbs 

H 

L 

Garlon  4 

triclopyr,  butoxyethyl 
ester  61.6% 

627 1 9-40-ZB 

Targeted  treatment  of  invasive  exotics  in 
parks,  natural  areas,  right  of  ways.  OK  for 
fuel  reduction,  pilot  alternative  strategies. 

2.8  gals 

V 

L* 

Generation  Mini-blocks 

difethialone 

0.0025% 

7173-  218-AA 

For  use  only  in  sewers,  or  for  commercial 
establishments  that  are  not  adjacent  to 
natural  areas.  In  commercial 
establishments,  use  of  product  shall  be  a last 
resort  after  other,  less-toxic  measures  have 
been  implemented,  including  sanitation  and 
trapping.  In  sewers,  monitoring  shall  be 
used  whenever  feasible  to  minimize 
rodenticide  use.  See  site  specific  limits 

459  lbs 

' 

A 

Gentrol  IGR 
Concentrate 

hydroprene  9% 

2724-351 -ZA(OLD) 

0.12  gals 

F 

L* 

Heritage  Fungicide 

azoxystrobin  50% 

101 82-408-AA- 10182 

Consider/emphasize  use  of  compost  tea  for 
preventative;  improve  aeration  and 
monitoring  programs.  To  be  used  only  as  a 
spot  treatment  on  high  profile  sports  greens. 

2.1  lbs 

1 

A 

Hot  Pepper  Wax  Insect 
Repellent 

capsicum  oleoresin 
0.00001% 

67238-1 -AA 

0 

1 

A 

Javelin  WG 

Bacillus 
thuringiensis 
(berliner),  subsp. 
kurstaki,  strain  sa- 
1 1 7.5% 

70051 -66-AA(OLD)  70051 
66-AZ(NEW) 

3.06  lbs 

F/l 

A 

JMS  Stylet  Oil 

petroleum 
distillates,  refined 
97.1% 

65564-1 -AA 

Use  up  existing  stock  only  for  Rec&Park  and 
SFIA. 

2.7  gals 

V 

L 

JT  Eaton  Answer  for  the 
Control  of  Pocket 
Gophers 

diphacinone  0.005% 

56-57 -AA-56(OLD) 

Damage  to:  dams,  levies,  athletic  fields, 
active  recreation  areas,  structures,  high 
cultural  value  or  landmark  areas.  Public 
Health  concerns. 

90  lbs 

V 

L 

JT  Eaton’s  Bait  Blocks 
Rodenticide  with  Apple 
Flavorizer 

diphacinone  0.005% 

56-  41-AA(OLD); 
56-41 -ZA-56(NEW) 

Concern  over  2nd  poisoning,  see  site 
specific  limits. 

69  lbs 

F 

A 

Kaligreen 

potassium 
bicarbonate  82% 

70231  -1-AA 

0 

Inclusion  of  products  on  this  list  is  not  meant  as  an  endorsement  or  claim  of  efficacy  by  the  City/County  of  San  Francisco. 
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Pesticide 

Type 

Use 

Cateq 

Hazard 

Tier 

Product  Name 

Active  Ingredients 

EPA  Req  # 

Uses  / Limitations 

Amnt  Used 
in  2005 

V 

L* 

Maki  Mini  Blocks 

bromadiolone 

.005% 

7173-202-AA 

For  use  only  in  sewers,  or  for  commercial 
establishments  that  are  not  adjacent  to 
natural  areas.  In  commercial 
establishments,  use  of  product  shall  be  a last 
resort  after  other,  less-toxic  measures  have 
been  implemented,  including  sanitation  and 
trapping.  In  sewers,  monitoring  shall  be 
used  whenever  feasible  to  minimize 
rodenticide  use.  See  site  specific  limits 

261  lbs 

1 

L* 

Marathon  1%  Granular 
Greenhouse  & Nursery 

imidacloprid  1% 

3125-452-AA 

Nursery  use  for  control  of  white  fly,  not  for 
use  in  propagation  beds.  Only  effective  on 
quick-growing  plants. 

1.8  lbs 

L* 

Marathon  II  Granular 
Greenhouse  & Nursery 

imidacloprid  21.4% 

432-1 369-AA-  59807 

Nursery  use  only  for  control  of  mealybug, 
scale,  and  other  insects.  Only  for  use  on  fast- 
growing specimen  plants  for  which  Marathon 
1%  does  not  work. 

0.07  gals 

H 

L 

/ 

Matran  2 

clove  Oil 

Exempt  from  EPA  Req. 

Do  not  use  in  enclosed  areas. 

0 

L 

Maxforce  FC 
Professional  Insect 
Control  Ant  Bait  Stations 

fipronil  0.01% 

64248-1 0-ZA-64248(OLD) 
432-1 256-AA(NEW) 

Minimize  use  through  prevention,  possible 
concern  over  active  ingredient. 

0.6  lbs 

L 

Maxforce  FC 
Professional  Insect 
Control  Roach  Bait 
Stations 

fipronil  0.05% 

64248-1  l-ZA(OLD)  432- 
1 257-AA(NEW) 

Minimize  use  through  prevention,  possible 
concern  over  active  ingredient. 

0.02  lbs 

L 

Maxforce  FC 
Professional  Insect 
Control  Roach  Killer  Bait 
Gel 

fipronil  0.01% 

64248- 14-AA(OLD)  432- 
1259-AA(NEW) 

Minimize  use  through  prevention,  possible 
concern  over  active  ingredient 

0.018  gals 

1 

L 

Maxforce  IBF4 
Carpenter  Ant  Bait 

fipronil  0.001% 

64248-21 -ZA(OLD)  432- 
1264-AA(NEW) 

Minimize  use  through  prevention,  possible 
concern  over  active  ingredient 

0.5  lbs  + 
0.008  qals 

Mosquito  Dunks 

Bacillus 

thurinqiensis 

6218-47-ZB-6218 

5.2  lbs 

1 

L 

M-pede 

Insecticide/Funqicide 

potash  soap  49% 

53219-6-ZC 

Nursery,  specialty  gardens,  and  Africanized 
Honey  Bees. 

2.5  gals 

' 

L 

Niban  Granular  Bait 

boric  acid  5% 

64405-2-AA 

Outdoor  restricted  to  planted  areas,  prefer 
containers;  indoor  must  be  in  containers  or 
inaccessible  to  humans 

0 

' 

A 

NIC325 

limestone  dust 
95.5%,  corn  gluten 
meal  0.5% 

EPA  Exempt 

For  use  as  a desiccating  dust  in  the 
prevention  and  treatment  of  bedbugs  and 
other  insects. 

0 

' 

A 

OhYeah! 

sodium  lauryl  sulfate 

Exempt  from  EPA  Reg. 

NEW 

1 

L 

Orange  Guard 

d-limonene  5.8% 

61 887-1 -AA 

Contact  insecticides  should  be  minimized 
especially  indoors. 

0.03  gals 

H 

L* 

Oust  XP  Herbicide  by 
DuPont 

sulfometuron-methyl 

352-601 -AA 

For  use  only  on  airport  operational  areas 
subject  to  FAA  requirements. 

5.2  lbs 

1 

A 

Prescription  Treatment 
Brand  Advance  Liquid 
Ant  Bait 

borax  1.3% 

56-72-AA-499(OLD)  499- 
491-AA(NEW) 

0 

A 

Prescription  Treatment 
Brand  Avert  Cockroach 
Bait  Station,  Formula 

abamectin  0.05% 

499-467-AA 

0 

1 

A 

Prescription  T reatment 
Brand  Avert  Cockroach 
Gel  Bait  Formula  3 

abamectin  0.05% 

499-41 0-AA 

0 

Inclusion  of  products  on  this  list  is  not  meant  as  an  endorsement  or  claim  of  efficacy  by  the  City/Cointy  of  San  Francisco. 
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Pesticide 

Type 

Use 

Cateq 

Hazard 

Tier 

Product  Name 

Active  Ingredients 

EPA  Req  # 

Uses  / Limitations 

Amnt  Used 
in  2005 

H 

L* 

ProTurf  K-O-G  Weed 
Control,  Andersons  Golf 
Products  K-O-G  Weed 
Control 

dicamba  0.7% 

538-1 12-AA-538(OLD) 
9198-184-AA(NEW) 

Spot  application  on  greens  only  when  hand- 
weeding  is  not  feasible.  Only  for  Soliva 
sessilis  and  Cotula  mexicana  in  golf  greens. 
Require  comparison  with  Vanquish, 
handweeded  section  of  bowling  greens. 

256  lbs 

F 

L 

Proturf  Systemic 
Fungicide,  Andersons 
Golf  Products  Systemic 
Funqicide, 

thiophanate-methyl 

538-88-ZB-538(OLD)  538- 
88-AA-91 98(NEW) 

Greens,  highest  profile  athletic  fields. 

47  lbs 

L 

PT  Brand  Wasp-Freeze 
Wasp  and  Hornet  Killer 
Formula  1 

phenothrin  12%,  d- 
trans  allethrin 
.129%,  C02 

499-362-ZA-499 

Use  only  when  a concern  for  public  safety. 
Consider  Victor  Poison  Free  Wasp  & Hornet 
Killer  as  a first  resort. 

7.4  gals 

' 

A 

Roach  Terminal 

oxypurinol  1%, 
xanthine  1% 

1001-73-AA-1001 

Consider  using  this  first  before  trying  other 
roach  products. 

0 

F 

L* 

Rootone  Rooting 
Hormone 

Thiram 

264-499-AA-7 1 004 

Nursery  use  only.  Problem  with  mixing  and 
storage  due  to  talc.  Consider  Dip'n  Grow  as 
alternative. 

0 

H 

L 

Roundup  Pro  Herbicide 

glyphosate 

524-475-ZA-524 

Spot  application  of  areas  inaccessible  or  too 
dangerous  for  hand  methods,  right  of  ways, 
utility  access,  fire  prevention.  Use  for  cracks 
in  hardscape  and  edging  only  as  last  resort. 
OK  for  rennovation  but  must  put  in  place 
weed  prevention  measures. 

61  gals 

H 

L 

** 

Roundup  ProDry 

qlvphosate 

524-505-AA-524 

same  limitations  as  Roundup  Pro 

209  lbs 

' 

L 

Saf-T-Side 

paraffinic  oil 

4881 3-1 -AA 

Use  up  existing  stock  only.  Try  Spraytech 
first. 

0 

M 

A 

Sluggo  Slug  and  Snail 
Bait 

iron  phosphate 

67702-3- AA 

48  lbs 

W 

L 

Sonar  A.S. 

fluridone 

67690-4-AA 

Emergent  plants  in  ponds,  lakes,  drainage 
canals.  Only  as  a last  resort  when  other 
mgmt.  practices  are  ineffective. 

0.25  gals 

A 

A 

*** 

Spraytech  Oil 

soybean  oil 

65328-50001-AA 

Consider  using  this  instead  of  JMS  Stylet  Oil 
for  aphids  and  other  insects. 

6.8  gals 

1 

L 

Terra  Ant  Killer  II  Liquid 
Ant  Baits 

sodium  tetraborate 

149-8-ZB-149 

10.8  lbs  + 
0.8  qals 

1 

L 

Tim-bor  Industrial 

disodium  octaborate 
98% 

1 624-39-ZC 

For  control  and  prevention  of  termites, wood- 
destroying  beetles,  and  carpenter  ants. 
Recommendation  of  Branch  III  pest  control 
operator  required  for  termites  and  beetles; 
recommendation  of  Branch  II  pest  control 
operator  required  for  carpenter  ants. 

0 

V 

L* 

Top  Gun  All  Weather 
Bait  Block  Rodenticide 

bromethalin  0.01% 

67517-66-56 

For  use  only  in  sewers,  or  for  commercial 
establishments  that  are  not  adjacent  to 
natural  areas.  In  commercial 
establishments,  use  of  product  shall  be  a last 
resort  after  other,  less-toxic  measures  have 
been  implemented,  including  sanitation  and 
trapping.  In  sewers,  monitoring  shall  be 
used  whenever  feasible  to  minimize 
rodenticide  use.  See  site  specific  limits 

1.7  lbs 

H 

L 

Turflon  Ester 

triclopyr 

627 1 9-258- AA-627 1 9 

Targeted  treatment  of  turf;  broadcast 
application  requires  exemption 

13  gals 

F 

A 

/ 

TurfShield 

Trichoderma  strain 

68539-3-ZC 

Only  in  greenhouses  as  microbial  fungicide. 

120  lbs 

' 

A 

Uncle  Alberts  Ant  Bait 

disodium 

Octaborate 

Tetrahvdrate 

73340-1 -AA 

0.02  gals 

Inclusion  of  products  on  this  list  is  not  meant  as  an  endorsement  or  claim  of  efficacy  by  the  City/County  of  San  Francisco. 
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Pesticide 

Type 

Use 

Categ 

Hazard 

Tier 

Product  Name 

Active  Ingredients 

EPA  Reg  # 

Uses  / Limitations 

Amnt  Used 
in  2005 

Vectolex  G Biological 
Mosquito  Larvicide 

Bacillus  sphaericus 

275-77-AA-275 

34  lbs 

A 

Victor  Poison  Free 
Flying  Insect  Killer 

Mint  Oil  4.0%, 
Sodium  Lauryl 
Sulfate  0.1%,  Inert 
Ingredients  95.9%, 
Water  93.4%,  CO2 
2.5% 

UPC  #0072868136030 

Limit  use  indoors. 

0 

A 

Victor  Poison  Free 
Wasp  & Hornet  Killer 

Mint  Oil  8.0%, 
Sodium  Lauryl 
Sulfate  1.0%,  Inert 
Ingredients  91.0%, 
Water  88.5%,  CO2 
2.5% 

UPC  #0072868136047 

Try  this  instead  of  PT  Brand  Wasp  Freeze 

0 

Z 

A 

Mosquito  control  - microbial 

Aquabac  200G 

62637-  3-ZA 

58  lbs 

Vectobac  12as 
Bioloqical  Larvicide 

73049-  38-AA 

0 

Vectobac-G  Biological 
Mosquito  Larvicide 

275-50- AA-275  (OLD),  73049-  10-AA  (NEW) 

45  lbs 

Vectolex  Wdg  Biological 
Larvicide 

73049-57-AA 

0 

Z 

L 

Mosquito  control  - IGRs 

Not  for  use  in  estuarine  environments, 
except  for  San  Mateo  Mosquito  Abatement 
District  applications  at  airport  and  Sharp 
Park. 

Zoecon  Altosid  Liquid 
Larvicide  Mosquito 
Growth  Regulator 

2724-  392-ZA 

0 

Zoecon  Altosid  Pellets 

2724-  448-ZA 

594  lbs 

Zoecon  Altosid  Xr 
Extended  Residual 
Briquets 

2724-  421 -ZA 

0 

Zoecon  Altosid  Xr-G 

2724-  451-ZA 

0 

Mosquito  control  - Other 

Z 

L 

Agnique  MMF 

poly  (oxy- 1,2- 

ethanediyl),alpha- 

isodecyl-omega- 

hydroxy-phosphate 

99.99% 

2302-14-AA-2302 

Mosquito  larvicide  for  standing  water, 
human  health  concerns,  especially 
where  spreading  a distance  along  the 
surface  is  not  critical 

12.2  gals 

z 

L 

Golden  Bear  Mosquito 
Larvicide  GB-1 1 1 1 

Aliphatic  Petroleum 
Hydrocarbon 

8329-  72-AA 

Apply  as  a mosquito  larvicide  only  in 
conjunction  with  appropriate  prevention 
measures  (such  as  increasing  water  flow),  or 
when  prevention  measures  are  impractical. 
Use  within  requirements  on  vector  control 
activities  set  by  the  Calif.  Dept,  of  Health 
Services. 

168  gals 

Inclusion  of  products  on  this  list  is  not  meant  as  an  endorsement  or  claim  of  efficacy  by  the  City/County  of  San  Francisco. 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-03-COE  RESOLUTION  NO. 

May  22,  2007 

[Adopting  Revised  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List] 

Resolution  adopting  the  Revised  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List  for  2007. 

WHEREAS,  Section  307(d)  of  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  allows  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  to  exempt  “reduced-risk”  pesticides  from  the  ban  imposed  by 
the  Ordinance  upon  a finding  that  the  “reduced-risk”  pesticide  is  commonly  used  as  part  of  an 
I PM  strategy;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  performed  an  extensive 
evaluation  of  pesticide  products  that  qualify  as  “reduced-risk”  pesticides  in  consultation  with 
members  of  the  public,  scientists,  and  departments  and  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  developed  and  recommends  the 
attached  revised  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List,  hereby 
called  the  Approved  List  2007,  for  adoption  by  the  Commission  for  the  year  2007;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Approved  List  2007  will  be  reviewed  and  updated  on  an  as-needed 
basis;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  finds  that  the  pesticide 
products  on  the  Approved  List  2007  are  “reduced-risk”  pesticides  commonly  used  as  part  of 
an  I PM  strategy,  and  are  therefore  exempt  from  the  ban  imposed  by  Sections  302  and  303  of 
the  Environment  Code. 

I hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  at  its  Regular  Meeting  on  May  22,  2007. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
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SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


April  25,  2007 

Commission  on  the  Environment 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


RE:  Least  hazardous  rodent  management  in  the  City  & County  of  San  Francisco 

Dear  Commission  Members: 

Management  of  rodents  in  urban  settings,  and  particularly  rat  management,  requires  special 
consideration  by  regulators.  On  the  one  hand,  rodenticides  are  by  nature  highly  toxic  to  nontarget 
mammals  and  birds,  since-unlike  insecticides  or  herbicides-they  are  specifically  designed  to  kill 
mammals.  In  some  situations  this  toxicity  can  affect  predators  who  are  consuming  dead  or  dying 
rodents,  thus  putting  wild  raptors,  other  natural  predators,  and  pets  at  risk  of  poisoning  (this  is  termed 
“secondary  toxicity.”)  On  the  other  hand,  rat  populations  must  be  limited  in  some  situations  to  protect 
public  health.  Rats  have  posed  a public  health  hazard  to  humans  throughout  history  due  to  their  well- 
known  ability  to  vector  human  diseases,  and  due  to  their  high  reproductive  rates. 

SFE’s  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  recognizes  that  there  are  certain  situations  where 
rodenticide  use  is  necessary  to  protect  public  health  and  safety.  In  particular,  situations  where  rat 
habitat  is  inaccessible  by  other  means  (such  as  in  aging  public  sewers),  or  where  high  rat  populations 
are  present  in  close  proximity  to  eating  establishments  may  require  rodenticide  treatments  in  the  short 
term  until  more  sustainable  long-term  preventative  measures  can  be  instituted.  In  the  case  of  the 
sewers,  this  means  the  replacement  of  old  brick  sewer  pipes  with  new  concrete  pipes;  in  the  case  of 
restaurants,  it  means  improving  sanitation  and  exclusion  efforts  across  the  board,  and  instituting  mass 
trapping  if  feasible. 

Background  on  rodent  management  efforts  in  San  Francisco 

The  IPM  Program  has  taken  several  special  actions  to  reduce  rodenticide  use  while  continuing  to 
address  rodent  management  challenges: 

• 1996:  Removed  the  most  hazardous  rodenticides  from  the  City’s  Reduced-Risk  Pesticide  list. 

• 1999:  Established  “Site-specific  rodenticide  guidelines”  to  limit  rodenticide  use  to  appropriate 
and  necessary  areas.  These  guidelines  were  revised  in  2004  and  2007. 

• 2004:  After  the  release  of  the  Preliminary  Risk  Assessment  on  Rodenticides  by  the  US  EPA, 
SFE  filed  comment  letters  recommending  increased  restrictions  on  the  so-called  “single-feed” 
rodenticides.  These  products  require  only  a single  feeding  to  be  effective,  and  are  therefore 
considered  more  effective  control  measures  in  certain  situations.  However,  preliminary  data 
presented  in  the  data  showed  evidence  of  secondary  toxicity  hazards  to  wildlife,  particularly 


from  the  active  ingredient  “brodifacoum.”  These  products  are  commonly  sold  to  consumers  in 
flimsy  cardboard  bait  boxes  that  are  easily  abused. 

• 2004:  Began  development  of  updated  IPM  plans  for  gophers,  ground  squirrels,  and  rats. 

• 2005:  Removed  rodenticides  containing  brodifacoum  from  the  Reduced-Risk  Pesticides  List. 

• 2005:  Completed  IPM  plans  for  key  rodent  pests. 

• 2006:  Incorporated  IPM  plans  into  annual  pesticide  safety  trainings  for  City  staff. 

• March  2007:  New  data  on  wildlife  impacts  from  other  single-feed  rodenticides  were 
published  by  the  USEPA,  as  part  of  their  draft  mitigation  measures  for  rodenticides.  Called  a 
meeting  of  the  IPM  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  devoted  to  the  topic  on  March  8. 
Question  posed:  Can  we  totally  remove  single  feed  rodenticides  from  the  list  for  outdoor  use? 
Staff  cited  need  for  pilot  programs  in  rat  prevention,  like  the  rat  project  two  years  ago  in 
Chinatown.  There  is  a special  need  to  switch  out  garbage  cans  in  parks,  reduce  pigeon  feeding, 
and  reduce  feral  cat  feeding.  Older  generation  rodenticides  appear  to  be  ineffective,  and 
trapping  cannot  be  used  for  some  situations. 

• March  2007:  Learned  that  up  to  four  birds  of  prey  and  one  red  fox  had  died  of  suspicious 
circumstances  in  Golden  Gate  Park  in  the  past  year. 

• March  2007:  Wildlife  rehabilitation  group  held  a press  conference  and  released  a red- 
shouldered hawk  that  apparently  was  rehabilitated  from  rodenticide  poisoning.  SFE  declared  a 
temporary  moratorium  on  single-feed  rodenticide  use,  with  the  exception  of  sewers  and 
commercial  establishments. 

• April  2007:  Held  a special  meeting  on  rodenticide  issue  with  the  IPM  TAC  (summary 
attached). 

• May  2007:  Submitted  comment  letter  to  the  USEPA  supporting  its  Proposed  Mitigation 
Measures,  which  would  restrict  use  of  single-feed  rodenticides  by  consumers. 

Please  note  that  there  is  not  yet  laboratory  test  data  proving  that  the  Golden  Gate  Park  raptors  died  due 
to  secondary  poisoning  from  rodenticides.  Circumstantial  evidence  pointed  to  rodenticides.  This 
evidence  included  symptoms  (excessive  bleeding),  the  recovery  of  one  hawk  under  Vitamin  K therapy 
(an  antidote  to  these  chemicals),  and  reports  of  birds  feeding  on  dead  rats  in  the  park. 

However,  even  in  the  absence  of  a definite  causal  connection,  we  feel  that  the  evidence  of  wildlife 
hazards  presented  by  the  US  EPA  is  sufficiently  compelling  to  warrant  increased  regulation  in  our 
City. 


“For  some  species  (e.g.  bobcats,  foxes,  great  homed  owls),  carcasses  frequently 
contain  residue  of  two  or  more  anticoagulants,  usually  second  generation  compounds. 
In  approximately  50%  of  those  incidents,  necropsy  results  indicate  that  it  is  highly 
probable  that  a second-generation  anticoagulant  was  the  cause  of  the  death... California 
incident  records  contain  evidence  of  exposure  and  mortality  of  endangered  kit  foxes... 
Anticoagulant  residues  were  detected  in  27  of  32  kit  fox  carcasses,  and  many  showed 
signs  of  extensive  hemorrhage  upon  necropsy.”  —US  EPA  Rodenticide  Proposed  Risk 
Mitigation  Decision  (Docket  No.  OPP-2006-0955) 


Proposed  Actions 

Given  our  obligation  to  take  anticipatory  action  to  prevent  harm  under  the  Precautionary  Principle,  we 
propose  the  following  actions: 


Page  2 of  4 


1 . Categorize  the  three  remaining  single-feed  rodenticides  (active  ingredients  difethialone, 
bromadiolone,  and  bromethalin)  on  the  San  Francisco  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  as  “Limited 
Use  - Special  Concern”  products  (“L*”  on  the  list).  This  means  that  any  product  use  will 
require  justification  at  an  annual  public  hearing.  Limitations  will  be: 

“For  use  only  in  City-owned  sewer  lines  or  for  commercial  leasees  on  city 
property  that  are  not  adjacent  to  natural  areas.  In  commercial  establishments, 
use  of  product  shall  be  a last  resort  after  other,  less-toxic  measures  have  been 
implemented,  including  sanitation  and  trapping.  In  sewers,  monitoring  shall  be 
used  whenever  feasible  to  minimize  rodenticide  use.” 

2.  Any  other  uses  of  single-feed  rodenticides  will  require  an  exemption  from  SFE.  SFE  will 
review  the  public  health  urgency  of  the  exemption  request  with  the  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Public  Health  before  making  a determination.  Depending  on  the  situation,  SFE  may  also 
review  the  exemption  with  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  or  other  appropriate  agencies 
regarding  fire  hazards  or  other  safety  hazards  posed  by  the  rodent  infestation.  An  exemption 
will  be  granted  if: 

a)  SFE  determines  that  all  feasible  non-chemical  rodent  control  options  have  been 
exhausted  by  the  requesting  agency, 

-AND- 

b)  SFDPH  determines  that  the  rodent  infestation  in  question  represents  a public  health 
threat , -OR-  SFFD  (or  another  appropriate  City  agency)  determines  that  the  rodents 
constitute  a threat  to  public  safety  or  welfare. 

Any  product  exemption  requires  justification  at  an  annual  public  hearing. 

3.  Monitor  use  of  rodenticides  using  the  SFE  pesticide  use  reporting  system.  Monitor  rat 
complaints  received  by  the  Dept,  of  Public  Health  and  other  agencies. 

4.  Explore  opportunities  for  pilot  projects  in  City  parks  that  incorporate  rat-proof  refuse 
containers,  improved  outreach  regarding  prohibitions  on  wildlife  feeding,  and  rat  population 
monitoring.  Work  with  DPH  and  other  agencies  to  develop  better  rat  population  monitoring 
techniques  in  high  priority  areas. 

These  actions  give  the  Department  of  Public  Health  a greater  role  in  determining  what  constitutes  a 
public  health  hazard  worthy  of  rodenticide  use  and  its  attendant  risks.  The  general  consensus  among 
those  present  at  our  April  12  meeting  on  the  subject  was  to  support  the  proposed  change. 

Sincerely, 
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Chris  A.  Geiger,  Ph.D. 
IPM  Program  Manager 
Toxics  Reduction  Program 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-04-COE  RESOLUTION  NO. 

May  22,  2007 

[Department  of  the  Environment  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards] 

Resolution  approving  Department  of  the  Environment  Funding  Recommendations  for 
Environmental  Justice  grant  awards  to  eight  organizations. 

WHEREAS,  The  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  program  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  administers  a grant  program  and  provides  funding  annually  to  non-profit  groups; 

WHEREAS,  the  EJ  grant  program  is  dedicated  to  projects  to  address  environmental 
and  community  concerns  in  the  Potrero  and  Bayview  Hunters  Point  communities,  with  a 
special  focus  on  reducing  electricity  demand  and  the  City’s  reliance  on  fossil-fueled  power 
plants,  reducing  and  preventing  indoor  and  outdoor  air  pollution;  and  building  community 
capacity  to  address  food  security,  energy  and  air  quality  issues;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  the  Commission  approves  the  award  of  EJ  grants,  totaling  $494,443,  to 


the  following  organizations: 

Alemany  Resident  Management  Corporation 

$ 

60,000 

All  Hallows  Community 

$ 

55,000 

Community  Alliance  for  Family  Farmers 

$ 

46,226 

Greenaction  for  Health  and  Environmental  Justice 

$ 

76,830 

GRID  Alternatives 

$100,000 

Quesada  Gardens  Initiative 

$ 

30,000 

Preparing  the  GroundA/Villie  Brown  Jr.  School  Garden  project 

$ 

52,387 

San  Francisco  Food  Bank 

$ 

75,000 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-04-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 
May  22,  2007 


I hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the  Environment’s  Meeting  on 
May  22,  2007. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  PROGRAM 
FUNDING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  GRANT  AWARDS  - 2007 


The  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  program  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  issued  a Request  for 
Proposals  (RFP)  on  December  22,  2006.  We  received  fourteen  grant  proposals  on  February  15,  2007. 
An  evaluation  panel  comprised  of  four  members  reviewed  and  scored  the  14  vvTitten  grant  proposals.  Of 
the  14  proposals,  eight  proposals  received  a score  of  60  or  higher,  based  on  a scoring  system  of  100  total 
points.  We  invited  these  eight  applicants  to  oral  interviews  conducted  by  a 3-member  panel.  Based  on 
the  evaluation  of  the  written  proposals  and  oral  interviews,  we  recommend  that  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  approve  the  following  eight  EJ  grant  awards,  totaling  $494,443. 

Alemany  Resident  Management  Corporation  (with  Renaissance  Parents  of  Success  as  fiscal 
sponsor)  proposes  to  engage  local  residents  from  the  Bayview  and  Alemany  communities  of  San 
Francisco  to  grow  and  harvest  produce  at  the  Alemany  Farm,  and  distribute  the  locally-grown  produce 
to  lowT-income  families  in  the  Southeast  communities.  Alemany  Farm  is  comprised  of  a 4.5-acre  site 
located  near  Highway  280  that  is  being  cultivated  and  restored  by  a team  of  community  volunteers  and 
dedicated  staff.  This  urban  farm  will  be  used  as  an  environmental  education  training  site  and  provide 
employment  to  youth  and  adults  primarily  from  low-income  households.  This  grant  will  help  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  relating  to  the  food  distribution  network  by  improving  food  access  to 
nutritious  produce  and  engaging  low-income  residents  in  producing  locally-grown  fresh  food. 
Recommended  aw^ard:  $60,000 

All  Hallow  s Community  (with  Mercy  Housing  as  fiscal  sponsor)  proposes  to  install  a photovoltaic 
solar  system  on  their  45-unit  apartment  complex  for  seniors  and  disabled  persons.  This  building  is 
HUD-subsidized  and  located  on  Oakdale  Avenue  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  With  EJ 
grant  funding.  All  Hallows  will  be  able  to  reduce  its  utility  costs  and  will  devote  energy  savings  to 
support  facility  and  community  services  that  will  benefit  its  low-income  Bayview  residents. 
Recommended  award:  S 55,000 

Community  Alliance  for  Family  Farmers  (CAFF)  proposes  to  help  local  stores,  restaurants  and 
institutions  in  the  Southeast  area  of  San  Francisco  link  with  small  farmers  in  Northern  California,  and 
promote  a growers  collaborate  e to  support  the  growing  food  security  network  in  the  Bayview  Hunters 
Point  community.  CAFF  will  also  increase  public  awareness  and  promote  consumption  of  locally 
grown  fresh  foods  by  conducting  outreach  and  educational  services,  supporting  local  community  efforts 
in  the  Bayview  area  to  bring  locally  produced,  fresh  v egetables  and  fruits  to  underserved,  low-income 
residents. 

Recommended  award:  S45,226 


Greenaction  for  Health  and  Environmental  Justice  proposes  to  develop  and  conduct  the  “Diesel 
Emissions  and  Education  Program”  (DEEP)  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  community,  and  will  provide 
public  outreach  and  educational  services  to  community  groups  and  residents,  truck  drivers,  school  bus 
drivers,  and  operators  of  diesel  fleets  in  the  industrial/production  centers  of  the  neighborhood,  to  reduce 
idling  of  diesel  vehicles  and  reduce  community  exposures  to  toxic  pollutants  from  diesel  trucks. 
Greenaction  will  prepare  and  distribute  multilingual  fact  sheets  and  educational  materials  on  the  health 
impacts  of  diesel  pollution,  and  inform  drivers  of  idling  policies  and  regulations. 

Recommended  award:  $76,830 

GRID  Alternatives  proposes  to  install  PV  solar  systems  (12kW  total  capacity)  on  low-income  single- 
family homes  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  Potrero  neighborhoods,  to  reduce  reliance  on  the  local 
fossil-fueled  power  plants.  GRID  Alternatives  conducts  the  solar  installation  projects  by  providing 
hands-on  training  to  volunteers,  including  local  residents  from  Bayview,  and  then  leading  teams  of 
volunteers  on  the  installation  projects. 

Recommended  award:  $100,000 

Quesada  Gardens  Initiative  (with  Renaissance  Parents  of  Success  as  fiscal  sponsor)  is  proposing  to 
support  and  expand  a community-based  garden  project  on  Quesada  Avenue  in  the  Bayview 
neighborhood,  and  help  local  residents  develop  a new  urban  farming  project.  Quesada  Gardens  is  an  all- 
volunteer, grassroots  neighborhood-led  project  that  has  developed  a community  garden  on  a street 
medium,  and  promotes  social  cohesion,  open  space  and  healthy  lifestyles  through  local  neighborhood 
garden  projects  and  community  events.  Quesada  Gardens  will  collaborate  and  link  with  food  security/ 
food  production  projects  in  the  Southeast  area,  and  promote  a community-based  local  food  system  that 
will  help  reduce  greenhouse  gases. 

Recommended  award:  $30,000 

Preparing  the  Ground  (San  Francisco  School  Alliance  as  fiscal  sponsor)  proposes  to  develop  and 
operate  a school-based  garden  project,  conduct  a summer  camp  and  provide  weekly  environmental 
education  and  nutritional  classes  to  the  students  of  Willie  Brown  Jr.  Academy,  an  elementary  school 
located  on  Silver  Avenue  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  community.  The  Willie  Brown  Jr.  garden 
project  involves  both  parents  and  the  students,  and  offers  Bayview  families  special  educational  events 
on  nutrition  and  cooking  healthy  fresh  foods. 

Recommended  award:  $52,387 

San  Francisco  Food  Bank  (SFFB)  is  proposing  to  install  a photovoltaic  (PV)  solar  system  on  its 
55,000  square  foot  distribution  warehouse  located  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  in  the  Potrero  neighborhood. 
SFFB  will  use  funding  from  SF  Environment  to  install  a 9-kW  solar  system.  This  SF  Environment- 
funded  system  will  supplement  a larger  PV  solar  system  that  is  currently  being  designed  and  installed 
with  funding  from  PGE  and  state  CEC  rebates.  The  combined  solar  system,  with  a total  capacity  of  44 
kW,  will  help  reduce  SFFB’s  electricity  costs  that  are  approximately  $8,000  per  month.  Energy  savings 
will  be  used  to  provide  food  to  low-income  families. 

Recommended  award:  $75,000 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


Use  of  Impound  Account  Funds 


As  a follow-up  to  the  2006  Refuse  Rate  Review  Process,  the  Controller’s  Performance  Evaluation,  and 
the  2006-2007  budget  process,  the  Department  is  updating  the  2003  memo  on  the  Use  of  Impound  Account 
Funds. 

This  analysis  is  also  based  on  the  following  background  documents: 


1.  The  1932  Refuse  Ordinance 

2.  Rate  Review  Applications  dating  back  to  the  inception  of  the  Impound  Account,  including 
documents  filed  in  the  2006  Rate  Application 

3.  Memo  dated  October  11,  2001  from  Deputy  City  Attorneys  Rona  Sandler  and  David  Greenburg 
on  the  Use  of  Refuse  Rate  Proceeds 

4.  The  Department  of  the  Environment’s  budget  for  the  past  two  fiscal  years 

5.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Resolutions,  including  01 0-06-COE  May  23,  2006 


The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  a total  budget  of  $13,808,289  for  fiscal  2006-2007,  including 
$6,483,967  from  the  Impound  Account.  Forty-seven  percent  of  the  Departmental  budget  currently  comes  from 
the  Impound  Account.  The  Solid  Waste  Impound  Account  was  established  to  fund  programs  related  to  waste 
collection,  disposal  and  diversion.  In  the  2006  rate  review,  the  funding  level  for  the  Impound  Account  was  set 
for  the  next  five  fiscal  years. 


San  Francisco,  along  with  other  cities  and  counties  in  California,  is  required  to  meet  a 1989  state 
mandate  to  divert  at  least  50  percent  of  the  waste  it  generates  from  landfill  each  year,  starting  in  2000.  San 
Francisco  exceeded  50  percent  waste  diversion  in  2001,  and  in  2002  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the 
Environment  and  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  ambitious  new  goals:  75  percent  landfill  diversion  by  2010,  and 
nothing  to  the  landfill  by  2020. 

In  order  to  achieve  these  goals,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  partners  with  private  and  nonprofit 
service  providers  to  develop  a comprehensive  recycling  program.  The  3 -cart  solid  waste  collection  program, 
familiarly  known  as  the  Fantastic  3,  which  was  launched  in  partnership  with  the  Norcal  Waste  Systems 
Companies,  serves  both  residential  and  commercial  customers.  As  part  of  this  program,  San  Francisco  was  the 
first  large  city  in  the  United  States  to  implement  citywide  collection  of  food  scraps,  in  addition  to  the  more 
commonly  collected  yard  trimmings.  The  composting  program  now  serves  1 50,000  households  and  2,000 
businesses  and  institutions.  It  diverts  more  than  300  tons  of  compostable  material  each  day. 


Background 


To  attain  its  75  percent  diversion  goal  and  work  towards  zero  waste,  San  Francisco  promotes  the  highest 
and  best  use  of  resources  and  is  pursuing  policies  that  require  consumer  and  producer  responsibility.  These 
include  mandatory  construction  & demolition  recycling,  requiring  commonly  purchased  products  to  be 
recyclable  or  compostable,  insisting  on  recycled  content  in  items  purchased  by  city  agencies,  demanding  that 
manufacturers  take  responsibility  for  the  entire  life  cycle  of  products  they  produce  (particularly  in  the  area  of 
hazardous  materials),  and  supporting  efforts  to  eliminate  subsidies  to  include  more  true  costs  for  virgin  material 
production. 

IMPOUND  ACCOUNT  SUMMARY 

The  1932  Refuse  Collection  and  Disposal  Ordinance  grants  the  City  of  San  Francisco  the  authority  to  set 
refuse  rates  for  residential  ratepayers  and  gives  the  authority  for  the  Impound  Account,  which  was  established 
in  1978.  Section  6 of  the  1932  Ordinance  requires  that  refuse  rates  be  “just  and  reasonable”  but  provides  no 
further  guidance  as  to  limitations  on  the  use  of  funds  generated  from  the  refuse  rates.  A 2001  City  Attorney 
opinion  on  the  use  of  refuse  rate  proceeds  specified  the  following  appropriate  uses  for  the  Impound  Account: 

• Costs  and  administration  of  the  City’s  various  solid  waste  management  programs 

• Programs  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste  generated  such  as  recycling  and  public  education 

• Programs  intended  to  reduce  the  costs  of  solid  waste  handling,  such  as  reducing  the  amount  of  toxics 
in  the  solid  waste  streams 

• Programs  related  to  green  building,  pollution  prevention,  energy  conservation  and  environmental 
justice  that  are  directed  towards  solid  waste 

Program  activities  conducted  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  (SF  Environment)  that  relate  to  the 
production  and  management  of  San  Francisco’s  waste  stream  are  funded  primarily  through  the  Solid  Waste 
Impound  Account  (SWIA).  Funding  levels  for  the  SWIA  are  established  as  part  of  the  refuse  collection  and 
disposal  rate  process.  SWIA  activities  demonstrate  a direct  connection  to  the  waste  stream  and  include 
recycling,  hazardous  waste  reduction,  other  solid  waste-related  programs  (such  as  resource-efficient 
construction),  and  programs  that  mitigate  the  impact  on  neighborhoods  affected  by  solid  waste  infrastructure. 

The  refuse  rate  process  sets  residential  rates  for  a five-year  period,  with  the  latest  process  covering  the 
period  2006-201 1 . The  SF  Environment  SWLA  budget  included  with  the  rate  application  was  based  on 
expenses  for  solid  waste  program  activities  over  the  same  period.  Projects  included  in  this  budget  have  been 
analyzed  to  ensure  that  they  are  appropriately  funded  by  the  SWIA  using  a review  of  the  1932  Refuse 
Ordinance,  prior  rate  applications  dating  back  to  the  inception  of  the  SWIA,  legal  opinions  on  the  use  of  refuse 
rate  proceeds,  as  well  as  local  and  state  mandates  related  to  solid  waste  management.  The  budget  is  based  on  a 
comprehensive  set  of  projects  that  form  the  complete  framework  for  SF  Environment’s  portion  of  the  SWIA  for 
the  next  five  years,  but  it  is  understood  that  specific  activities  within  this  list  of  projects  may  be  adjusted  or 
amended  based  on  advances  in  information,  technology,  and  subsequent  changes  in  municipal  solid  waste 
priorities. 

The  SF  Environment  SWIA  budget  outlines  the  services  provided  by  each  program  area,  as  well  the 
benefit  of  each  service  relating  to  the  production  and  management  of  San  Francisco’s  waste  stream.  The  budget 
shows  program  costs  itemized  by  employee  expenses  (FTE),  outside  professional  services,  and  other  expenses 
(such  as  program-specific  materials  and  supplies).  Program  overhead — which  comprise  administrative  costs, 
office  rental,  and  general  materials  and  supplies — and  outgoing  waste-related  community  grants  are  included  in 
the  program  summary  overviews. 

The  five-year  budget  for  the  SF  Environment’s  portion  of  the  SWIA  started  at  $6,483,967  for  the  first 
fiscal  year,  which  is  approximately  2 percent  above  the  average  expense  level  for  the  past  three  fiscal  years.  It 
then  increases  by  4.3  percent  annually  for  the  following  four  fiscal  years  in  order  to  maintain  a consistent  level 
of  service. 


Solid  Waste  Impound  Account  Programs 


Funds  for  the  SWIA  come  from  both  residential  and  commercial  ratepayers  with  approximately  34  percent  of 
the  funds  coming  from  residential  ratepayers.  Projects  funded  by  the  SWIA  include  both  residential  and 
commercial  projects. 

Zero  Waste  Program:  The  goal  of  SF  Environment’s  Zero  Waste  Program  is  to  reduce  waste  going  to  the 
landfill  through  waste  reduction,  reuse,  recycling  and  composting  programs  in  order  to  meet  the  mandates  of  the 
California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  and  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  These  include  the 
requirements  to  divert  waste  going  to  landfill  by  75  percent  by  2010,  and  the  elimination  of  landfilling  by  2020. 
The  Recycling  Program  works  towards  these  requirements  through  a series  of  programs  coordinated  with  the 
Norcal  Waste  Systems  companies,  as  well  as  other  providers  through  a network  of  commercial,  city  government 
and  residential  programs. 

Toxics  Reduction:  The  Toxics  Reduction  Program  administers  a wide-range  of  hazardous  waste  collection 
services  for  spent  or  leftover  household  products  including  batteries,  paint,  pesticides,  computers,  motor  oil,  and 
mercury  thermometers,  as  well  as  programs  to  reduce  the  amount  of  toxic  materials  used  in  the  city.  By 
reducing  the  amount  of  toxic  materials,  we  lower  the  potential  risk  that  this  material  will  end  up  in  the  landfill, 
and  protect  the  safety  of  refuse  workers  (and  avoid  liability)  who  could  be  injured  or  otherwise  affected  by 
hazardous  materials  that  were  disposed  of  improperly.  The  Toxics  Program  also  works  to  ensure  compliance 
with  the  state  Universal  Waste  requirements,  which  require  that  all  designated  hazardous  materials  be  kept  out 
of  Altamont  landfill.  Any  hazardous  material  that  is  transported,  stored  or  disposed  of  has  the  potential  to  end 
up  in  the  landfill. 

Green  Building:  Green,  or  resource-efficient  building  is  a process  that  directs  building  projects  and  supporting 
! infrastructure  to  minimize  the  use  of  resources  going  to  landfill,  and  reduce  the  amount  of  toxic  materials  that 
are  used  in  building  construction  and  maintenance.  SF  Environment’s  Green  Building  Program  serves  the 
residential  ratepayers  by  improving  recycling  and  waste  management  infrastructure,  increasing  use  of  recycled 
content  materials  and  the  diversion  of  demolition  debris.  The  program  also  provides  information  to  residents  on 
how  to  conduct  green  building  projects  at  home.  Only  Green  Building  Programs  that  relate  directly  to 
preventing  waste  from  going  to  landfill,  and  those  that  reduce  toxic  materials  in  construction,  are  paid  for 
through  the  SWIA. 

Environmental  Justice:  There  is  a direct  nexus  between  environmental  justice  and  the  location  of  virtually  the 
entire  city’s  recycling  and  solid  waste  infrastructure  in  the  southeast  sector  of  the  city.  The  primary  facilities 
that  process  municipal  wastes  and  recyclable  materials  are  located  in  the  southeast  sector:  (a)  the  San  Francisco 
Solid  Waste  Transfer  and  Recycling  Center  (SFSWTRC)  located  at  501  Tunnel  Avenue,  and  (b)  Recycle 
Central  at  Pier  96,  located  near  Evans  Avenue  in  the  Bayview  neighborhood  of  San  Francisco.  Together,  these 
facilities  are  permitted  to  handle  up  to  7,100  tons  of  materials  and  1,733  vehicles  per  day.  Additionally,  the 
collection  trucks  operated  by  Sunset  Scavenger  start  their  daily  routes  at  SFSWTRC. 

Trucks  using  fossil  fuels,  especially  diesel  fuel,  generate  toxic  air  contaminants  and  particulate  matter  (PM) 
emissions  as  well  as  contribute  to  congestion  and  noise  pollution  that  disproportionately  affects  the  residents  in 
the  southeast  sector.  According  to  data  from  the  US  EPA,  the  SFSWTRC  was  responsible  for  5 percent  of  the 
PM-2.5  and  PM- 10  emissions  in  the  city  in  1999. 

In  order  to  help  mitigate  these  impacts,  SF  Environment  has  included  funding  for  air  quality  monitoring, 
projects  to  convert  refuse  and  recycling  vehicles  to  cleaner  fuel,  tree  planting  to  mitigate  air  pollution  and 
environmental  education  programs  in  the  southeast  sector  of  the  city. 


SF  Environment  Grants:  The  Zero  Waste  and  Toxics  Reduction  programs  both  award  grants  to  San  Francisco 
non-profit  organizations  that  offer  cost-effective  programs  to  increase  waste  prevention  and  the  diversion  of 
recyclable,  compostable  and  toxic  materials  from  landfill.  This  grant  program  has  operated  for  over  15  years, 
providing  grant  funding  to  over  60  different  organizations.  New  guidelines  have  been  established  for  the  grant 
program  following  the  2006  Controller’s  Performance  Audit,  and  grants  will  be  awarded  and  funded  in 
accordance  with  these  guidelines. 


Activities  With  A Nexus  To  The  Impound  Account 


Program 

Maximum  Percentage  of  Impound  Account 

Zero  Waste  (Recycling) 

100% 

Toxics  Reduction 

50% 

Administration 

25% 

Green  Building 

10% 

Environmental  Justice 

10% 

Zero  Waste  Program 

The  goal  of  SF  Environment’s  Zero  Waste  (Recycling)  Program  is  to  reduce  waste  going  to  the  landfill  through 
waste  reduction,  reuse  and  recycling  programs  in  order  to  meet  the  mandates  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Board  and  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  These  include  the  requirements  to  reduce 
waste  going  to  landfill  by  75%  by  2010,  and  the  elimination  of  landfilling  by  2020.  The  Zero  Waste  Program 
works  towards  these  requirements  through  a series  of  programs  coordinated  with  Norcal  Waste  Systems,  as  well 
as  other  providers  through  a network  of  commercial,  city  government  and  residential  programs.  The  Program 
also  conducts  extensive  outreach  and  education  programs,  including  programs  for  the  residential,  commercial 
and  municipal  sector,  as  well  as  an  extensive  school  education  program  that  reaches  thousands  of  students 
annually.  The  Department  also  coordinates  solid  waste  activities  such  as  diversion  studies  and  landfill  related 
projects.  We  have  determined  that  it  is  appropriate  to  fund  all  of  the  programs  and  projects  being  conducted  by 
the  Zero  Waste  Program  by  the  Solid  Waste  Impound  Account  and  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  spend  up  to 
100%  of  the  Impound  Account  on  Zero  Waste  activities. 

Activities  conducted  by  the  Zero  Waste  Program  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  activities  outlined  in  the 
Department’s  Strategic  Plan,  as  listed  below: 

Goal  # 1:  Increase  overall  landfill  diversion  to  70  percent  by  CY  2007  to  further  protect  ecosystems,  conserve 
resources  and  energy,  and  reduce  pollution  and  climate  change  (155,000  tons  C02  equivalent  per  year  by 
08/09). 

Objective  A:  Increase  residential  diversion  to  50  percent  by  CY  2007. 

ACTIONS: 

1 . Reduce  waste  by  working  with  Outreach  and  other  organizations  on  the  regional  junk  mail  reduction 
campaign  (06/07),  meeting  and  monitoring  the  agreement  with  supermarkets  to  decrease  bag  waste 
and  making  recommendations  as  appropriate  (06/07)  and  promoting  consuming  less  (06/07-08/09). 

2.  Expand  reuse  and  other  diversion  efforts  at  the  Public  Disposal  & Recycling  Area,  Bulky  Item 
Collection  and  Gigantic  3 by  working  with  Outreach,  the  Norcal  companies,  DPW,  Green  Connect 
and  others  (06/07),  and  by  awarding  and  managing  grants  that  create  or  maintain  critical  reuse  (about 


50  percent  of  grants)  and  other  diversion  or  encourage  behavior  change  towards  zero  waste  (06/07- 
08/09). 

3.  Increase  Fantastic  3 composting  by  8,000  tons  per  year  (TPY)  and  recycling  by  1 3,000  TPY  through 
improved  participation  by  working  with  Outreach,  the  Apartment  Association  and  other 
organizations  on  campaigns,  challenging  buildings  such  as  large  apartments,  Environmental  Justice 
areas  and  the  Housing  Authority,  and  testing  systems  such  as  new  kitchen  pails  (06/07-08/09). 

4.  Continue  implementing  event  recycling  requirements  (e.g.,  AB  2176  - Large  Venue  and  Large  Event 
Recycling  Programs),  training  event  producers  and  service  providers,  and  moving  events  toward 
zero  waste  (06/07-08/09). 

5.  Work  with  the  Norcal  companies  and  Outreach  to  keep  residential  recycling  residuals  below  10 
percent  (06/07-08/09). 

Objective  B:  Increase  commercial  diversion  to  80  percent  by  CY  2007. 

ACTIONS: 

6.  Promote  waste  prevention  (such  as  double-siding)  and  purchasing  recyclable  or  compostable  food 
service  ware  and  recycled  content  products  (6/07-08/09). 

7.  Work  with  the  Norcal  companies  to  implement  the  new  commercial  rate  structure  and  diversion 
incentives,  including  developing  and  executing  outreach  strategies  (06/07). 

8.  Increase  recycling  30,000  TPY  and  organics  diversion  10,000  TPY  through  enhanced  participation  using 
the  above  incentives  and  by  targeting  generators,  responding  to  requests  for  technical  and  material 
assistance,  coordinating  with  Outreach,  service  providers,  property  managers,  associations,  janitorial 
companies  and  other  agencies,  securing  more  material  for  the  mixed  commercial  line  and  through 
effective  recognition  programs  (06/07-08/09). 

9.  Implement  the  C&D  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  by  hiring  a C&D  Recycling  Assistant,  promulgating 
regulations,  certifying  facilities  and  transporters,  conducting  outreach  and  in-field  monitoring,  and 
working  with  DBI  and  others  to  capture  an  additional  20,000  TPY,  and  continue  disaster  debris  recovery 
planning  with  other  agencies  (06/07-08/09). 

10.  Work  with  the  Port  and  others  to  support  local  processing  that  benefits  the  community,  including 
potentially  designating  and  greening  Piers  92-96  into  an  Eco-Industrial  Park  (06/07-08/09). 

Objective  C:  Increase  City  government  diversion  to  80  percent  by  CY  2007  and  facilitate  City 
departments  leading  by  example. 

ACTIONS: 

1 1 . Increase  waste  prevention  by  institutionalizing  electronic  distribution  of  forms,  and  double-sided 
printing  and  copying,  decreasing  paper  consumption  by  20  percent  at  ten  locations  (06/07-08/09). 

12.  Increase  reuse  and  recycling  of  office  furniture,  equipment  and  supplies,  and  decrease  purchase  of  new 
items  through  promotion  and  management  of  the  Virtual  Warehouse,  make  Virtual  Warehouse 
presentations  to  300  employees,  and  increase  transactions  by  20  percent,  department  reuse  of  surplus 
items  by  40  percent  and  proportion  of  items  redistributed  to  departments  to  12  percent  (06/07-08/09). 


13.  Expand  diversion  by  6,000  TPY  by  facilitating  compliance  with  the  City  Composting  Resolution,  75 
percent  Waste  Diversion  Goal  for  City  Departments  Resolution,  Surplus  Disposal  Ordinance, 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  Extended  Producer  Responsibility  Resolution  and  AB  2176, 
implementing  food  scraps  composting  at  6 locations,  assisting  with  the  Precautionary  Purchasing 
Ordinance  process  for  3 non-hazardous  product  categories  and  increasing  recycling  at  20  percent  of  the 
City’s  large  venues  (06/07-08/09). 

14.  Improve  participation  by  conducting  waste  audits,  initiating  or  improving  diversion  programs  at  60 
locations,  building  capacity  of  Recycling  Coordinators,  providing  training  and  other  assistance  to  900 
employees,  providing  feedback  to  Directors  of  the  largest  20  percent  of  generators,  collaborating  with 
service  providers,  building  managers,  custodians  and  others,  developing  improved  diversion  incentives, 
assisting  departments  in  reducing  costs  and  increasing  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  compliance  to 
95  percent  (06/07-08/09). 

15.  Promote  purchase  of  reusable,  recyclable  and  compostable  products,  and  ones  with  recycled  content,  by 
working  with  Purchasing  and  departmental  purchasers,  directing  them  to  such  alternatives  and 
evaluating  progress,  and  decrease  purchase  of  non-remanufactured  toner  cartridges  by  40  percent  and 
increase  availability  of  compostable  food  service  ware  (06/07-07/08). 

16.  Showcase  key  agencies  as  models  of  resource  conservation  and  zero  waste  (06/07-08/09). 

ACTIONS  (for  all  3 sectors): 

17.  Work  with  Outreach  to  improve  and  expand  website-based  information  and  other  media  on  waste 
prevention,  recycling  and  composting  and  keep  resource  directories  up  to  date  (06/07-08/09). 

18.  Expand  and  enhance  processing  and  develop  material  markets  by  working  with  service  providers  and 
testing  new  technologies  (such  as  digestion)  to  ensure  sustainable  systems  and  market  capacity,  and 
potentially  increase  the  items  that  are  accepted  for  recycling  and  composting  (06/07-08/09). 

Goal  #2:  Advance  towards  zero  waste  by  holding  producers  and  consumers  responsible  for  their  waste. 

Objective  A:  Require  residents,  employees,  building  managers  and  janitors  not  motivated  sufficiently  by 
education  and  financial  incentives  to  participate  in  diversion  programs. 

ACTIONS: 

19.  Work  with  the  Mayor’s  office  and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  introduce  the  public  works  construction 
recycled  content  ordinance  (06/07). 

20.  Work  with  the  Mayor’s  office  and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  introduce  local  legislation  mandating 
participation  in  diversion  programs  for  all  sectors  and  potentially  banning  materials  such  as  yard 
trimmings  from  disposal  (06/07-08/09). 

21.  Work  with  DBI  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the  State’s  model  adequate  area  for  recycling  ordinance 
under  AB  2176  and  explore  need  for  a local  ordinance  requiring  adequate,  convenient  and  accessible 
space  for  recycling  and  composting  in  buildings,  and  addressing  the  participation  issues  caused  by  trash 
chutes  (06/07-07/08). 

Objective  B:  Eliminate  use  or  encourage  reengineering  of  problem  disposable  products,  increase  reuse, 
recyclability,  compostability  and  recycled  content  of  selected  product  categories,  and  secure  producer 
participation  and/or  funding  to  divert  their  products  from  landfill. 


ACTIONS. 


22.  Work  with  the  Mayor’s  office,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  other  organizations  to  introduce  local  and  state 
policies  targeting  bags,  food  service  ware  and  potentially  water  bottles  (06/07-08/09). 


Goal  # 3:  Disposal  capacity  search 

Objective  A:  Research  options  to  secure  any  disposal  capacity  needed  beyond  the  current  Altamont 

agreement  while  incentivizing  achieving  zero  waste  by  2020. 

ACTIONS: 

23.  Submit  disposal  recommendations  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (07/08). 

Toxics  Reduction 

The  Toxics  Reduction  Program  seeks  to  improve  the  quality  of  human  health  and  the  environment  in  San 
Francisco  by  providing  information  and  services  to  San  Francisco  residents,  businesses  and  City  agencies  to 
reduce  the  use  of  toxic  chemicals  and  properly  manage  hazardous  waste. 

■ 

The  program  also  administers  a wide-range  of  hazardous  waste  collection  services  for  spent  or  leftover 
household  products  including  batteries,  paint,  pesticides,  computers,  motor  oil,  and  mercury  thermometers,  and 
is  the  operator  of  the  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Collection  Facility  at  Sanitary  Fill.  The  Program  also 
conducts  extensive  outreach  and  education  programs,  including  programs  for  the  residential,  commercial  and 
municipal  sector,  as  well  as  an  extensive  school  education  program  that  reaches  thousands  of  students  annually. 

The  Toxics  Program  also  works  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  state  Universal  Waste  requirements,  which 
requires  that  all  designated  hazardous  materials  be  kept  out  of  Altamont  landfill.  Any  material  that  is 
transported,  stored  or  disposed  of  has  the  potential  to  end  up  in  the  landfill.  This  would  only  exclude  direct 
emissions  of  toxics  into  the  air  or  water.  We  have  determined  that  it  is  appropriate  to  fund  all  toxics  reduction 
projects  except  for  those  focusing  on  air  or  water  emissions  through  the  Impound  Account,  and  that  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  spend  no  more  than  50%  of  the  Impound  Account  on  Toxics  Reduction  activities. 

Activities  conducted  by  the  Toxics  Reduction  Program  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  activities  outlined  in 
the  Department’s  Strategic  Plan,  as  listed  below: 

Goal  # 1:  Safeguard  human  and  environmental  health  from  exposure  to  toxic  chemicals  in  household  and 
institutional  products. 

Objective  A:  Through  an  alternatives  analysis  process,  develop  and  apply  science-based  criteria  to 
create  lists  of  eco-products 

PRODUCT  CATEGORIES: 

1 . Household  and  institutional  cleaning  products.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009). 

2.  Household  and  institutional  pesticide  products.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009). 

3.  Computers  (2007-2008,2008-2009) 

4.  Garment  cleaning  services.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009). 


5.  Healthcare  industry  products.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009). 

6.  Body  care  products.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008). 

7.  Rechargeable  Batteries.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008). 

8.  Creation  of  a “Green  Catalogue”  of  preferable  products  for  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  ordinance. 
(2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009). 

Objective  B:  Facilitate  use  of  safer  alternatives  through  training,  outreach  and  legislative  mandates. 

ACTIONS: 

Cleaning  Products: 

9.  Disseminate  information  on  household  cleaners  to  San  Francisco  residents,  domestic  workers,  senior 
centers,  hotels,  and  restaurants  through  partnerships  with  public  agencies  and  community  organizations. 
(2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009). 

10.  Finalize  the  first  citywide  contract  for  environmentally  preferable  cleaners,  organize  product  trainings 
for  city  staff,  establish  a mechanism  for  obtaining  ongoing  feedback  on  product  performance,  and 
establish  a mechanism  for  maintaining  an  approved  list  of  products  for  this  category  (2006-2007,  2007- 
2008) 

Pesticides: 

1 1 . Maintain  information  on  pest  management  options  for  residents  on  the  City’s  web  site.  Work  with  other 
City  agencies  and  community  partners  to  disseminate  this  information  through  retail  outlets.  (2007- 
2008,  2008-2009) 

12.  Develop  citywide  food  policy  to  be  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  support  local  and  organic 
food  purchases  by  city  agencies  and  service  providers.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008) 

1 3 . Track  the  use  of  pesticides  on  City  property  through  the  development  and  implementation  of  a web- 
based  pesticide  use  reporting  system.  Ensure  City  agencies  continue  to  maintain  pesticide  reduction 
levels  of  90%  for  RoundUp  use,  and  50%  in  overall  pesticide  use  under  baseline  levels.  (2006-2007, 
2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

14.  Provide  oversight  and  assistance  to  City  departments  through  training  (4  per  year),  product  evaluation 
(Approved  List),  and  interdepartmental  working  groups  such  as  the  IPM  Technical  Advisory 
Committee.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 


15.  Work  with  other  City  agencies  to  develop  guidelines  for  the  design  of  buildings  and  landscapes  that 
prevent  pest  infestations  and  so  decrease  the  need  for  chemical  pesticides  (2007-2008). 

Computers: 

16.  Work  with  city  agencies  to  incorporate  the  environmental  standards  developed  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  into  the  purchase  of  computers  for  city  operations.  (2007-2008,2008-2009) 

17.  Engage  local  retailers  to  offer  these  environmentally  preferable  computers  to  residential  and  commercial 
sectors.  (2007-2008,2008-2009) 


Garment  Cleaning: 


18.  Work  with  local  businesses  and  residents  to  reduce  the  use  of  perchlorethylene  found  in  Dry  Cleaning 
operations  by  promoting  the  use  of  Wet  Cleaning  through  demonstration  projects  and  education.  (2006- 
2007,  2007-2008) 

Health  Care: 

19.  Coordinate  a network  of  San  Francisco  Hospitals  that  meets  regularly  to  learn  about  opportunities  for 
the  purchase  of  environmentally  preferable  healthcare  products  and  shares  experiences  over  the 
implementation  of  (2)  pilot  projects.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008) 

Body  Care: 

20.  Engage  San  Francisco  teens  to  provide  peer-to-peer  education  about  problematic  ingredients  and  safer 
alternatives.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008) 

Batteries: 

21.  Maintain  information  on  alternatives  to  single-use  batteries  for  residents  and  city  staff  on  the  City’s  web 
site.  Work  with  other  City  agencies  and  community  partners  to  disseminate  this  information  through 
retail  outlets  and  city  purchasers.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008) 

Precautionary  Purchasing: 

22.  Convene  meetings  and  trainings  of  City  staff  that  use  environmentally  preferable  products,  and  solicit 
feedback  on  product  performance  and  needs.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

23.  Work  with  community  partners  to  identify  San  Francisco  businesses  that  provide  environmentally 
preferable  products  and  services  and  promote  their  availability  to  businesses  and  residents.  (2006-2007, 
2007-2008,  2008-2009) 


Objective  C:  Increase  the  number  and  environmental  impact  of  local  Green  Businesses. 

ACTIONS: 

24.  Coordinate  the  Green  Business  Program  including:  recruitment  of  local  businesses,  application  tracking, 
onsite  trainings  and  assessments,  and  reporting.  Add  25  additional  green  business  each  year  and  re- 
designate existing  participants  on  a 2-year  cycle.(2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

25.  Update  and  improve  recognition  standards  for  business  sectors  currently  participating  in  the  program 
(ex.  hotels,  restaurants  and  offices)  and  develop  new  recognition  standards  for  business  sectors  with  high 
use  of  toxic  materials  (ex.  dental  practices,  painters,  printers  and  landscape  companies).  (2006-2007, 
2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

26.  Work  with  Outreach,  the  Small  Business  Commission,  and  other  business  organizations  to  develop  and 
implement  a marketing  strategy  that  promotes  Green  Businesses  to  potential  customers  and  expands 
participation  among  local  businesses.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

27.  Quantify  and  track  the  environmental  savings  (KWH  of  energy  saved,  gallons  of  water  saved, 
milligrams  of  mercury  recycled,  pounds  of  hazardous  waste  properly  disposed  of  and  pounds  of  green 
house  gas  emissions  not  emitted  into  the  environment)  achieved  by  businesses  implementing  Green 
Business  practices.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 


Objective  D:  Maintain  and  enhance  opportunities  to  recycle  and  dispose  of  unwanted  toxic  products. 
ACTIONS: 


28.  Oversee  regulatory  compliance  at  household  hazardous  waste  collection  sites  including  the  Permanent 
Household  Hazardous  Waste  Collection  Facility  and  the  80+  local  businesses  serving  as  collection 
points  for  batteries,  florescent  bulbs,  used  oil,  and  paint.  (2006-2008,  2007-2007,  2008-2009) 

29.  Improve  convenience  of  access  to  neighborhood  drop-off  sites  by  supporting  existing  collection 
opportunities  and  increasing  the  number  of  satellite  locations  for  residents  to  recycle  household  batteries 
(increase  by  4 sites),  fluorescent  lights  (increase  by  6 sites),  latex  paint  (increase  by  2 sites)  and  mercury 
thermometers  (increase  by  2 sites).  (2006-2007,  2007-2007,  2008-2009) 

30.  Develop  a system  for  the  safe  collection  of  unwanted  and  expired  medicines  and  initiate  a convenient 
drop-off  program  for  San  Francisco  residents  at  local  pharmacies.  (2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

. 3 1 . In  partnership  with  Norcal  Waste  Systems  (the  City’s  refuse  companies),  develop  outreach  campaigns  to 
increase  the  proper  recycling  of  household  batteries,  fluorescent  lights,  electronic  waste,  and  other 
hazardous  products  to  meet  the  50%  diversion  goal  for  electronic  waste  by  201 1 . (2006-2007,  2007- 
2008,  2008-2009) 

32.  Partner  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  private  collection  entities  to  provide  training, 
outreach,  and  collection  options  for  the  recycling  and  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  (fluorescent  tubes, 
batteries,  and  computers)  from  City  facilities.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

33.  Increase  and  document  the  collection  of  hazardous  wastes  from  small  businesses  through  the 
Conditionally  Exempt  Small  Quantity  Generator  (CESQG)  collection  program  with  special  emphasis  on 
outreach  to  low  participation  industries  and  collection  of  electronic  devices.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008) 

USED  MOTOR  OIL 

34.  Increase  diversion  of  used  oil  collected  from  San  Francisco  “do  it  yourselfers”  from  48%  to  60% 
through  public  outreach  and  by  supporting  existing  collection  opportunities  and  recruiting  3 additional 
certified  and  non-certified  collection  centers.  Coordinate  with  other  City  agencies  and  community 
organizations  to  provide  additional  opportunities  for  used  oil  collection  at  public  events.  (2006-2007, 
2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

35.  Use  state  grant  funds  to  encourage  participation  in  underserved  neighborhoods  by  partnering  with  local 
organizations  that  will  collaboratively  reach  out  directly  to  and  engage  “do-it-yourselfers”  to  properly 
recycle  their  used  oil.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

36.  Provide  outreach  materials  and  improve  infrastructure  at  the  City’s  harbors  to  increase  used  oil  and 
filter  collection  and  decrease  the  amount  of  abandoned  hazardous  waste  from  the  boating  community  at 
the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  at  public  marinas.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

Objective  E:  Increase  the  availability  and  use  of  safer  alternatives  and  promote  product  stewardship 

among  manufacturers  and  retailers. 

ACTIONS: 

37.  Support  local,  state  and  national  efforts  to  expand  product  stewardship  on  the  part  of  manufacturers  and 
retailers  of  consumer  products  containing  toxic  chemicals  by  revising  current  regulatory  systems 
governing  chemicals  in  commerce  and  by  creating  industry  funded  systems  to  collect  and  recycle 
unwanted  consumer  products  at  their  end  of  life.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 


38.  Participate  in  statewide,  regional  and  national  efforts  to  coordinate  development  of  product  purchasing 
specifications  and  standards  that  lead  to  reformulation  and/or  product  take-back  provisions.  (2006-2007, 
2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

39.  Participate  in  statewide,  regional  and  national  efforts  to  develop  pest  prevention  guidelines  for  building 
construction,  and  to  integrate  these  guidelines  into  green  building  standards.  (2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

Green  Building 

Green  building  is  a process  to  create  buildings  and  supporting  infrastructure  that  minimize  the  use  of  resources, 
reduce  harmful  effects  on  the  environment,  and  create  healthier  environments  for  people.  SFE’s  Green  Building 
Program’s  projects  include  recycling  and  waste  management  infrastructure,  use  of  recycled  content  materials 
and  the  diversion  of  demolition  debris.  Traditional  forms  of  building  construction  and  operation  consume  up  to 
half  of  all  raw  material  use.  Construction  and  demolition  debris  accounts  for  about  40  percent  of  the  waste 
stream  in  San  Francisco.  We  have  determined  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  spend  no  more  than  10%  of  the 
Impound  Account  on  Green  Building  activities. 

Activities  conducted  by  the  Green  Building  Program  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  activities  outlined  in  the 
Department’s  Strategic  Plan,  as  listed  below: 

Goal  #1:  Enhance  environmental  performance  of  buildings  in  San  Francisco  to  reduce  costs  while  increasing 
efficiency  and  livability 

Objective  A:  Initiate,  develop,  and  implement  policies  that  result  in  all  new  construction  meeting  at  a 
minimum  an  equivalent  of  a LEED  Silver  building  standard. 

ACTIONS: 

1 . Collaborate  with  Mayor’s  Office,  Planning  Department,  and  Department  of  Building  Inspection  to 
internalize  green  building  principles  into  citywide  planning  and  development  processes.  (2006-2007,  2007- 
2008) 

2.  Encourage  private  sector  commercial  buildings  to  meet  LEED  Gold  standards  through  the  implementation 
of  a Priority  Permit  Processing  system  in  partnership  with  the  Departments  of  Building  Inspection  and 
Planning.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

3.  Work  with  appropriate  public  and  private  partners  to  develop  ordinances  requiring  minimum  green  building 
standards  (LEED,  GreenPoints,  or  other)  for  all  residential  and  commercial  construction.  (2006-2007,  2007- 
2008,  2008-2009) 

4.  Ensure  municipal  buildings  meet  LEED  Silver  standards  by  providing  oversight  and  assistance  to  City 
departments  as  required  in  Chapter  7 of  the  Environment  Code,  inserting  green  RFQ/RFP  and  leasehold 
language,  and  coordinating  the  REB  Task  Force  and  the  Municipal  Project  Review  Committee.  (2006-2007, 
2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

5.  Develop  a stable  funding  mechanism  through  interdepartmental  work  orders,  fees,  bonds,  or  legislation  to 
support  Green  Building  Program  initiatives.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 


Objective  B:  Increase  implementation  of  green  building  practices  by  providing  technical  assistance  and 
oversight  to  project  teams. 

ACTIONS: 

6.  Facilitate  sustainability  goal-setting  process,  identify  green  building  requirements  (LEED,  Construction  and 
Demolition  Debris  Management,  etc.),  incentives,  resources,  qualified  LEED  Accredited  Professionals  and 
commissioning  providers  through  pre-development  consultations,  pre-bid  meetings,  charrettes,  and  other 
multi-disciplinary  design  team  meetings.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

7.  Utilize  the  Department  GreenPRINT  to  review,  track,  and  report  progress  of  Departments’  efforts  towards 
meeting  Chapter  7 requirements  and  to  track  Commercial  Priority  Permitting  (LEED  Gold)  projects.  (2006- 
2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009) 

8.  Provide  project  design  teams  with  green  construction  specification  language,  materials  and  systems 
research,  and  specialist  referrals  (i.e.  architectural  and  engineering  consultants,  indoor  air  quality 
specialists,  etc.).  (2006-2007,2007-2008,2008-2009) 

Objective  C:  Strengthen  understanding  and  adoption  of  green  building  practices  by  key  city  agencies 
and  industry  stakeholders  by  providing  training,  resources,  and  outreach. 

ACTIONS: 

9.  Coordinate  and  host  general  and  technical  green  building  educational  opportunities  for  public  and 
private  building  industry  stakeholders  including:  residents,  architects,  engineers,  contractors,  permit 
applicants,  developers,  real  estate  professionals,  and  financial  institutions.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008, 
2008-2009) 

10.  Advise  and  support  green  building  initiatives  within  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  the 
Department  Planning  Department,  Mayor’s  Office  (Housing,  Economic  and  Workforce  Development, 
Disability),  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority,  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority,  Asthma  Task 
Force,  and  others.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008) 

1 1 . Monitor  and  track  local  green  building  activity  in  municipal,  commercial  and  residential  sectors, 
promote  projects,  and  share  lessons  learned  through  website,  awards,  tours,  publications, 
announcements,  and  press  releases. 

12.  Support  and  promote  green  building  education  opportunities  offered  through  other  organizations,  such 
as  US  Green  Building  Council,  Bay  Area  LEED  Users  Group,  Build  it  Green,  Pacific  Energy  Center, 
etc.  (2006-2007,  2007-2008,  2008-2009 

Environmental  Justice  and  Clean  Air 

Environmental  Justice  is  the  fair  treatment  and  meaningful  involvement  of  all  people  - regardless  of  race, 
ethnicity,  income,  or  education  level  - in  environmental  decision-making.  SF  Environment’s  Environmental 
Justice  Program  promotes  the  protection  of  human  health  and  the  environment,  empowerment  via  public 
participation,  and  the  dissemination  of  relevant  information  to  inform  and  educate  affected  communities  so  that 
all  San  Franciscans  have  an  equal  opportunity  to  lead  healthy,  fulfilling,  and  dignified  lives. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  infrastructure  for  solid  waste  and  recycling  in  San  Francisco  is  located  in  an 
environmental  justice  community  - the  southeast  sector  of  the  City.  According  to  EP  A TRI  data  from  the  last 
decade,  the  City’s  transfer  station  is  the  6th  largest  producer  of  PM-2.5  emissions  in  the  City.  The  4th  and  6th 


largest  producer  of  PM-2.5  emissions  in  the  City  were  recyclers.  Those  three  facilities  alone  were  responsible 
for  23%  of  the  PM-2.5  emissions  in  the  City.  The  second  largest  emitter  of  volatile  organic  compound 
emissions  in  the  City  is  a recycling  facility.  Solid  waste  and  recycling  facilities  rank  4th,  5th  and  7th  largest 
emitters  of  PM- 10  emissions,  collectively  accounting  for  30%  of  the  PM- 10  emissions  in  the  City. 

The  Department  has  determined  that  is  appropriate  to  use  Impound  funds  for  Impound  related  environmental 
justice  projects,  and  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  spend  no  more  than  10%  of  the  Impound  Account  on  these 
activities. 

Administration:  SF  Environment’s  Administrative  Program  provides  coordinated  and  comprehensive 
administrative  support  to  program  areas  while  providing  for  all  the  administrative  needs  for  the  Department.  We 
have  determined  that  administrative  expenses  tied  to  Impound-related  activities  can  be  paid  for  by  the  Impound 
Account.  This  includes  administrative  expenses  for  waste  prevention,  reuse,  recycling,  solid  waste,  toxics 
reduction,  and  certain  aspects  of  green  building  and  environmental  justice.  Grant  funded  projects  and  programs 
funded  by  other  departments,  such  as  Energy,  Clean  Air  and  the  Urban  Forest  Program,  normally  include  their 
administrative  expenses  in  their  program  budget,  and  are  not  funded  by  the  Impound  Account. 

Administration  costs  will  be  allocated  based  on  program  FTE  counts  for  Impound  staff,  and  adjusted  based  on 
timekeeping  systems  that  will  be  put  into  place  as  of  fiscal  2007-2008.  We  have  determined  that  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  spend  no  more  than  25%  of  the  Impound  Account  on  these  activities. 
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May  2,  2007 


Supervisor  Sean  Elsbernd 
City  Hall,  Room  244 
1 Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Supervisor  Elsbernd, 

As  requested,  please  find  attached  a status  report  on  the  implementation  of  the  audit 
recommendations  from  the  Controller's  Office  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  As  of 
the  end  of  April,  the  Department  has  either  implemented  or  is  in  the  process  of  implementing 
16  of  the  21  recommendations.  Two  of  the  remaining  recommendations  will  be  implemented 
before  the  end  of  June,  2007.  The  remaining  three  recommendations  are  scheduled  to  be 
implemented  during  the  2007-2008  fiscal  year  (they  cannot  be  implemented  earlier). 

In  answer  to  the  specific  questions  that  have  been  raised  about  the  Literacy  for  Environmental 
Justice  (LEJ)  grant  project,  LEJ  is  expecting  to  submit  construction  drawings  to  the  Port  no  later 
than  the  end  of  May  2007,  so  that  it  can  obtain  the  necessary  permits  and  start  construction  of 
the  Living  Classroom  during  the  summer  of  2007,  with  a goal  of  completing  construction 
before  the  end  of  2007. 

Department  of  the  Environment  staff  have  met  with  audit  staff  from  the  Controller's  Office, 
who  concur  that  the  Department  is  on  track  to  implementing  all  the  recommendations  made 
by  the  Controller's  Audit  staff 


Sincerely, 


Jared  Blumenfeld 


Director 


/o 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE:  May  22,  2007 


TO: 


Honorable  Commissioners,  Commission  on  the  Environment 


FROM:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


RE: 


Commission  Secretary  Report  May  22,  2007 


Update  on  City  Legislation 

Supervisor  Peskin:  Mandatory  LEED  for  buildings  over  20K  square  feet;  rating  system  for 
dry  cleaners  (both  in  development). 

Supervisors  Peskin/Mirkarimi:  solar  shading  (in  development) 

Supervisors  Mirkarimi/Ammiano:  Community  Choice  Aggregation  ( ASSIGNED  UNDER  30 
DAY  RULE  to  Budget  and  Finance  Committee  ) 

Supervisor  Jew:  Resolution  supporting  Ocean  Beach  erosion  (assigned  to  Neighborhood 
Services); 

Ordinance  banning  single  use  rodenticide  ( ASSIGNED  UNDER  30  DAY  RULE  to  City 
Operations  and  Neighborhood  Services  Committee) 

Ordinance  amending  San  Francisco  Business  and  Tax  Regulations  Code  by  amending 
Section  906.2  to  eliminate  minimum  number  of  employees  required  to  be  eligible  for  clean 
energy  technology  business  exclusion.  Scheduled  for  Budget  and  Finance  Committee  5/23. 

Supervisor  Maxwell:  Supporting  chemical  testing  and  ingredient  disclosure  in  cosmetic 
products,  and  endorsing  SB  578  (adopted  4/24) 

Supervisor  Sandoval:  Expanding  household  hazardous  waste  programs,  and  supporting  AB 
1109  (adopted  4/24) 


Supervisor  Daly:  Plug-in  hybrid  pilot  project  (adopted  4/24) 


Supervisor  Alioto-Pier:  Climate  Action  Plan  hearing  request  ( RECEIVED  AND  ASSIGNED 
to  City  Operations  and  Neighborhood  Services  Committee). 

City  Attorney  request  to  develop  Ordinance  requiring  Climate  Neutral  schools  through  solar 
panels;  City  Attorney  request  to  require  airline  trips  taken  by  City  employees  and  paid  for 
with  City  dollars  to  be  offset  through  a carbon  offset  purchase  program. 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


SF 
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Tuesday,  May  22,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
JUN  - 8 2007 


City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth 
Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  Jane  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 


1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order 
at  5:09  p.m.  Present:  Vice-President  Johanna  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Mok. 

Excused:  Commissioner  King;  Absent:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  27,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (Explanatory 
Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  March  27,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML) 
http://sfaov.ora/site/sfenvironment  Daae.asp?id=s84Q6.')  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Mok,  the  March  27,  2007  Commission  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  a correction  in 
Agenda  Item  7 so  that  the  paragraph  that  starts  with  “For  Action  Item  8,  Urban  Design”  the  last  sentence 
reads:  “It  was  explained  that  Action  8 includes  open  space  systems  for  recreation,  street  tree  planting,  as 
well  as  planting  in  our  parks  and  ecological  stewardship.” 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  that  the  Commission 
Secretary  add  the  document/revision  date  to  all  explanatory  documents  at  the  top  of  the  first  page.  Ms. 
Wuerfel  asked  for  the  names  of  new  Commissioners  at  which  time  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin,  architect  and  landscape  designer  and  president  of  Plant*SF  and  Mr.  Darian 
Rodriguez  Heyman,  president  of  the  Craig’s  List  Foundation,  who  will  be  sworn  in  in  the  near  future. 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  GreenPoint  Rated  in  San  Francisco.  This  informational 
presentation  will  provide  a GreenPoint  Rated  program  overview,  how  it  works  with  other  green  building 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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programs,  a public  agency  perspective  on  program  implementation,  and  a discussion  on  opportunities  for 
San  Francisco  (Explanatory  Documents:  Memo  to  Commission  Green  Point  Rated  Program  (Word) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/052207CQEmemo6PR.doc  and  Presentations  (PPT) 
http://web1.sfaov.org/site/uploadedfiles/052207BuildltGreenPresentation.ppt  and 
http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/052207GreenBuildinaPresentationAlamedaCountv.ppt 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

SPEAKERS:  Rich  Chien,  Residential  Green  Building  Coordinator 

Bruce  Mast,  Development  Director,  Build  it  Green 
Karen  Kho,  Green  Building  Program  Manager,  Alameda  County 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  presentation  today  is  to  start  a discussion  about  a 
California  and  Bay  Area  initiative  on  residential  green  building  systems  both  for  existing  and  new 
residential  buildings. 

Mr.  Chien  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  presentation  is  to  introduce  the  GreenPoint  Rated  program  and 
the  multi-family  guidelines  in  particular  to  San  Francisco.  It  was  stated  that  there  has  been  a lot  of 
discussion  about  green  building  in  San  Francisco,  and  LEED,  which  is  available  for  municipal  projects,  is 
very  much  on  everyone’s  radar.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  this  program  addresses  a need  to  look  at 
residential  building  types  whether  they  are  single-family  remodeling  or  multi-family  projects.  Mr.  Chien 
commended  the  work  of  Alameda  County  for  their  “Build  It  Green”  program  in  developing  a robust  and  user 
and  builder-friendly  tool  that  has  gained  a lot  of  attention  statewide  for  residential  green  building.  Ms. 

Karen  Kho  and  Mr.  Bruce  Mast  were  introduced  as  speakers. 

Ms.  Kho  explained  that  the  Alameda  County  Green  Building  Program  was  started  by  the  Alameda  County 
Waste  Management  Authority  that  is  set  up  as  a joint  powers  agency  with  members  that  include  all  of  the 
cities  in  Alameda  County  as  well  as  the  county  itself.  Alameda  County’s  mandate  is  to  establish 
educational  programs  that  reduce  the  waste  stream  in  Alameda  County.  Since  a large  percentage  of  the 
waste  stream  comes  from  building  construction,  the  Board  took  an  interest  in  green  building.  Ms.  Kho 
explained  how  the  green  building  program  was  established  and  how  some  of  the  resources  that  provide 
the  basis  for  what  is  now  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  were  developed. 

Ms.  Kho  discussed  the  integrated  approach  Alameda  County  has  taken  with  member  cities  on  not  just 
green  building  but  also  sustainable  landscaping  and  environmentally  preferable  purchasing  so  it  covers  the 
entire  scope  of  the  design,  construction  and  the  maintenance  of  new  construction  projects  in  the  county.  It 
was  stated  that  work  had  begun  in  2000  looking  at  the  residential  sector  because  that  was  the  largest 
component  of  new  construction  in  the  county,  and  there  were  no  standards  in  place  at  that  time  that 
addressed  residential  construction.  Alameda  County  now  has  a set  of  tools  to  promote  green  in  the 
county,  starting  with  LEED  for  civic  and  commercial  buildings,  three  sets  of  guidelines,  and  bay  friendly 
landscape  guidelines.  The  new  home  construction  guidelines  for  single-family  new  construction  have  now 
been  adopted  throughout  California,  and  there  are  over  a thousand  certified  green  building  professionals 
that  have  been  trained  on  how  to  use  these  guidelines,  which  is  also  now  administered  by  Build  it  Green. 

Ms.  Kho  distributed  an  abridged  copy  of  the  multi-family  guidelines  and  stated  that  they  would  be  of  special 
interest  in  San  Francisco  as  in  Alameda  County  because  this  is  the  type  of  construction  that  will  be 
happening  in  the  future.  There  is  no  longer  very  much  space  left  for  single-family  new  construction  and 
they  are  seeing  a lot  of  three  to  five  story  mid-rise  multi-family  building  taking  place  in  the  county.  It  was 
stated  that  they  had  worked  closely  with  affordable  housing  developers  and  market  rate  multi-family 
builders  in  developing  these  guidelines  and  are  currently  in  the  process  of  updating  a statewide  version  in 
partnership  with  Build  it  Green. 
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An  overview  was  given  of  the  Green  Building  program’s  recommendations  to  its  member  cities.  First,  it 
was  recommended  that  green  building  and  sustainable  landscaping  are  included  and  required  in  all 
municipal  projects  and  for  projects  for  which  the  city  has  some  financial  involvement  or  land  ownership. 
Second,  it  was  recommended  that  educational  programs  and  incentives  be  used  for  private  projects.  Most 
of  their  cities  have  adopted  these  residential  guidelines  and  LEED  as  reference  documents  for  private 
sector  projects.  A few  of  the  cities  are  beginning  to  look  at  incentives  for  those  projects  that  achieve  third 
party  ratings,  which  include  LEED  or  GreenPoint  Rated. 

Cities  may  use  a GreenPoint  checklist  in  implementing  the  work  with  private  sector  projects.  First,  it  is  a 
tool  for  any  project  team  that  is  do-it-yourself  and  to  see  what  kind  of  green  building  features  you  can 
incorporate  into  your  project.  The  cities  are  using  it  as  a kind  of  a policy  tool-some  of  them  require  that  all 
projects  submit  a green  building  checklist  when  a project  comes  in  through  the  entitlement  process;  other 
cities  are  requiring  a green  building  consultation  so  they  have  assistance  in  reviewing  and  filling  out  the 
green  point  checklist.  There  are  some  that  are  now  including  green  building  in  their  staff  analysis,  so  in 
addition  to  having  the  checklist  the  Planning  Commissions  will  receive  a recommendation  from  staff  as  to 
the  level  of  green  building  incorporated  into  a project.  Lastly,  some  are  including  the  green  building 
checklist  in  the  project’s  conditions  of  approval.  These  are  all  strategies  that  are  being  used  within  the 
context  of  a voluntary  program  for  private  sector  projects. 

An  overview  of  the  different  policies  that  have  been  adopted  throughout  Alameda  County  was  given.  Most 
of  the  cities  within  Alameda  County  have  adopted  residential  guidelines  as  a basis  for  their  green  building 
programs,  and  many  cities  are  beginning  to  incorporate  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping.  In  addressing  the 
residential  sector,  which  is  primarily  private  sector  construction,  Alameda  County  wanted  to  target 
mainstream  projects,  not  demonstration  or  very  super  green  eco  homes.  They  wanted  to  find  the  project 
types  that  are  most  prevalent  in  the  county  and  target  their  policies  and  programs  towards  that  type  of 
building.  Voluntary  strategies  have  been  emphasized  because  they  have  found  that  building  industry 
professionals  have  had  better  receptivity  to  the  programs  as  opposed  to  initially  hearing  about  a mandate. 
In  conjunction  with  member  cities,  there  are  a lot  of  opportunities  for  education  among  city  staff,  elected 
officials  and  building  professionals  within  the  county.  As  a result,  they  have  been  able  to  work  with  a 
number  of  professional  and  community  groups  in  implementing  green  building  and  that  is  part  of  the 
success  of  the  program  in  the  residential  sector. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  wildlife  friendly  planting  was  part  of  the  point  system.  Ms.  Kho 
stated  that  the  green  building  guidelines  incorporate  a basic  set  of  sustainable  landscaping  practices  so  it 
covers  various  issues  from  water  conservation  to  resource  conservation  in  that  appropriate  plantings  then 
do  not  need  to  be  trimmed  or  hedged  and  create  additional  waste  as  well  as  nurturing  the  soil  and  creating 
biodiversity.  Their  agency  also  runs  a Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Program,  which  has  its  own  set  of 
guidelines  and  evaluation  tools  for  landscapes,  which  is  extensive  and  goes  into  much  more  detail  about 
plant  selection  and  cultivating  soil  and  a number  of  other  principles. 

Vice-President  Wald  inquired  about  what  statistics  are  available  on  the  success  or  impact  of  the  program, 
e.g.  how  many  buildings  have  been  built  using  the  guidelines  and  what  if  any  environmental  benefits  have 
been  obtained.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  their  agency  is  primarily  interested  in  reducing  waste  and  that  is  how 
their  programs  are  evaluated.  Although  it  cannot  be  tracked  one  for  one,  a reduction  has  been  seen  in  the 
waste  stream  in  Alameda  County.  Some  of  the  individual  cities  are  tracking  the  information,  but  it  has 
been  difficult  to  track  until  recently  when  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  became  available,  because  they 
did  not  want  to  count  self-reporting  as  the  same  thing  as  a third-party  verified  project.  There  is  a big 
difference  between  when  a builder  says  that  they  are  doing  it  on  his  or  her  own  versus  one  that  has  been 
third  party  verified. 
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Commissioner  Martin  requested  copies  of  the  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines  and  stated  that  in  her 
experience,  very  small  spaces  can  use  the  attention  and  creative  ideas  as  a lot  can  be  done  with  very 
small  spaces  and  it  makes  a big  difference. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Alameda  County’s  reasons  for  developing  different  types  of  guidelines  for 
construction  of  buildings  first  had  to  do  with  waste  issues  which  traditionally  green  building  includes. 
Director  Blumenfeld  asked  whether  the  guidelines  were  developed  because  LEED  was  not  effective  in  this 
area  and  whether  Alameda  County  is  committed  to  continuously  update  the  guidelines  and  how  the 
process  works.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  initially  their  agency  attempted  to  promote  construction  and  demolition 
recycling  exclusively  to  building  professionals  and  found  that  they  were  not  getting  that  much  attention.  It 
was  realized  that  green  building  was  a way  to  reach  their  objectives  as  well  as  to  promote  a holistic 
approach  to  building.  That  is  why  they  decided  to  promote  green  building  and  not  just  construction  and 
demolition  recycling.  When  they  were  starting  this  program  in  2000,  LEED  was  really  not  established  as 
the  national  standard  for  commercial  buildings.  They  learned  from  the  existing  programs  and  borrowed 
from  the  best  practices  that  were  existing  in  the  residential  sector.  At  that  time,  USGBC  was  not  looking  at 
residential  buildings  and  it  did  not  look  like  anything  was  coming  out  any  time  soon  and  found  that 
California  has  more  stringent  state  requirements  than  just  about  any  other  state  in  the  country. 

Ms.  Kho  stated  that  their  agency  is  committed  to  continuing  to  work  on  updates  to  the  guidelines,  which 
they  now  do  in  conjunction  with  Build  It  Green.  Until  the  point  the  state  government  decides  they  want  to 
take  on  this  role,  they  are  committed  to  continuing  to  maintain  the  guidelines  every  three  years  in 
conjunction  with  the  Title  24  cycle. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  one  of  the  matrix  categories  included  that  in  some  cities  they  require  that 
the  guidelines  be  implemented  as  a condition  of  approval  at  which  point  they  cease  to  become  guidelines 
and  become  conditions  of  approval.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  what  the  experiences  are  of  those  counties 
and  which  counties  they  are.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  one  of  the  cities  is  Dublin.  What  they  have  done  is  they 
require  that  all  projects  submit  a GreenPoint  checklist  and  when  that  checklist  is  submitted,  it  is  considered 
as  part  of  the  Conditions  of  Approval.  The  Planning  Commission  will  look  to  what  is  on  that  checklist  as  to 
what  they  expect  the  project  to  implement.  It  is  up  to  the  Building  Department  to  monitor  and  verify  that 
what  has  gone  in  the  checklist  has  been  implemented. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  checklist  is  required  to  be  submitted,  or  if  a passing  grade  on  the 
checklist  is  required.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  the  checklist  is  required  to  be  submitted  and  they  do  not  have  an 
official  policy  requiring  a particular  score,  but  project  applicants  are  told  that  the  Commission  prefers  to  see 
projects  that  have  at  least  50  points.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  is  possible  to  require  that  a checklist 
be  used  in  order  to  educate  people  on  what  they  could  be  doing.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  most  of  the  cities  just 
require  that  the  checklist  be  filled  out  as  an  educational  tool. 

Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  any  cities  have  considered  advancing  in  the  permit  queue  people  who  not 
only  have  completed  the  checklist  but  also  have  made  commitments  to  the  guidelines  or  other  standards. 
Ms.  Kho  stated  that  a couple  of  cities  are  looking  into  it,  but  none  of  them  have  implemented  expedited 
processing  for  green  projects  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Bruce  Mast  discussed  how  the  GreenPoint  Rated  program  works,  how  local  governments  are 
leveraging  the  tools  that  it  provides  for  their  policies  and  incentives,  and  how  cities  are  leveraging  the 
resources  that  the  Green  Building  Program  in  Alameda  County  has  developed  and  taken  statewide.  It  was 
stated  that  most  of  the  programs  and  services  Build  It  Green  offers  have  been  developed,  piloted,  and 
incubated  in  Alameda  County  and  has  been  a successful  collaboration. 


| Commission  on  the  Environment 
: May  22,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 
1 Page  5 


Mr.  Mast  described  Build  it  Green,  it’s  working  relationship  with  local  governments  and  introduced  the 
GreenPoint  Rated  program,  how  it  works,  why  it  exists,  and  how  it  interfaces  with  state  policies.  It  was 
emphasized  that  it  is  a California  program  and  it  fits  with  state  policies.  A discussion  was  held  on  how  the 
program  interfaces  with  LEED  for  homes  and  how  it  is  a tool  for  quantifying  green  house  gas  emissions. 

Mr.  Mast  explained  that  Build  it  Green  is  a non-profit  organization  whose  roots  trace  back  eight  years  to 
what  was  then  called  the  Green  Resource  Center  founded  in  Berkeley  in  1999.  The  entire  mission  is  to 
promote  green  buildings  and  healthy  and  energy-efficient  building  practices  throughout  California.  The 
focus  is  on  the  residential  sector  because  the  U.S.  Green  Building  Council  has  been  so  successful  in 
addressing  the  commercial  and  civic  arenas  it  was  felt  that  there  was  a need  for  grassroots  training  and 
education  directed  to  residential  building  professionals,  the  associated  production  chain,  to  homebuyers 
and  homeowners.  Tools  include  education  and  outreach.  Building  professionals,  the  public,  and  local 
government  turn  to  them  as  a trusted  source  of  information  that  they  know  is  objective  and  unbiased. 

The  Strategic  Plan’s  goal  is  to  green  10,000  housing  units  by  the  end  of  2008,  in  which  four  objectives 
have  been  identified  to  succeed  in  this  goal.  The  first  objective  focuses  on  the  public  sector,  working  with 
local  governments  to  develop  credible  green  building  policies  and  to  make  sure  that  there  are 
consistencies  in  those  policies.  The  next  two  objectives  focus  on  the  production  chain  on  the  private  sector, 
training  building  professionals  so  they  know  how  to  build  green  and  to  ensure  that  green  products  and 
technologies  are  available  in  the  marketplace.  The  fourth  one  is  stimulating  demand  for  green  building  by 
educating  consumers  about  the  benefits  of  green  building  so  they  can  make  informed  choices. 

Build  it  Green  works  with  more  than  70  local  governments  in  the  state  of  California  through  their  public 
agency  councils.  A Bay  Area  chapter  was  established  about  three  years  ago.  A second  chapter  was 
launched  about  a year  and  a half  ago  in  Southern  California  and  a third  is  scheduled  to  launch  in  the 
Central  Valley.  Build  it  Green  also  works  directly  with  public  agencies  on  a case-by-case  basis  on  matters 
such  as  policy  development,  education  and  staff  training.  The  public  agency  council  provides  a forum  for 
local  governments  to  meet  each  other,  share  information,  establish  a common  agenda,  and  work  together. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  local  governments  are  taking  tangible  steps  to  promote  green  building  in  their 
community.  Build  it  Green  has  benchmarked  what  cities  and  counties  are  doing  to  develop  tangible 
incentives  of  various  forms  that  are  tied  to  green  building  guidelines  or  the  GreenPoint  Rated  results. 
Incentives  may  include  fast  track  permitting,  direct  financial  incentives,  technical  assistance,  and  discounts 
or  fee  waivers  on  permit  fees. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  if  only  22  agencies  out  of  the  entire  state  of  approximately  500  local 
government  jurisdictions  are  participating.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  there  are  a number  of  other  local 
governments  that  do  not  show  up  in  the  survey,  but  these  were  the  cities  that  reported  offering  some  kind 
of  tangible  benefit.  Other  cities  are  taking  a different  approach  to  green  building,  e.g.  there  are  cities  that 
are  putting  specific  green  building  language  in  the  General  Plan  or  they  are  writing  an  ordinance  mandating 
green  building  or  attaching  it  to  their  Conditions  of  Approval.  There  are  different  strategies.  The  key  is 
they  are  all  tying  in  these  policies  to  a common  definition  of  green  so  no  matter  where  you  go  the  ground 
rules  are  all  the  same. 

Mr.  Mast  introduced  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  whose  roots  trace  back  to  2000  when  Alameda 
County  first  developed  these  guidelines.  For  the  past  couple  of  years,  they  have  been  working  on 
developing  verification  and  training  protocols  for  green  point  raters.  This  last  September  they  launched  the 
green  point  rated  consumer  label,  which  was  launched  at  West  Coast  Green,  one  of  the  biggest  Green 
Building  conferences  that  was  held  at  the  Bill  Graham  Civic  Center  in  September.  It  was  stated  that 
GreenPoint  Rated  is  a consumer  label  which  helps  consumers  understand  the  benefits  of  green  building 
and  making  informed  choices  and  decisions  in  the  home  market  place  and  is  backed  up  by  an  independent 
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verification  process,  which  is  the  source  of  its  credibility,  it  is  a California  focused  program  and  is  tied  to 
California  regulations  and  to  our  climate.  It  is  advantageous  for  builders  because  it  helps  them  differentiate 
themselves  in  a soft  market.  As  a non-profit,  it  helps  them  answer  how  many  green  homes  are  out  there, 
as  well  as  helping  local  governments  with  the  same  question. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  22  municipalities  referenced  are  mostly  in  the  Bay  Area.  Mr.  Mast  stated 
that  the  biggest  traction  is  mostly  in  the  Bay  Area  because  they  have  been  able  to  operate  now  for  about 
six  years  with  funding  from  PG&E  for  green  building  education  that  was  targeted  to  the  Bay  Area.  They 
are  now  rapidly  getting  new  traction  in  the  Central  Valley,  the  Los  Angeles  Basin,  and  in  Southern 
California. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  GreenPoint  raters  are  the  foundation  of  this  program  and  make  it  work.  It  was  stated 
that  raters  are  required  to  have  prior  building  industry  and  green  building  experience  and  are  provided  with 
a rigorous  training  process  and  are  certified  by  Build  it  Green.  They  are  independent  building  contractors 
who  do  not  work  with  Build  it  Green  and  they  contract  with  their  clients  to  do  the  rating  services  and  submit 
their  results  to  Build  it  Green,  who  then  reviews  and  issues  a certificate  to  the  homeowner  or  builder.  The 
basis  for  the  certificate  goes  back  to  the  checklist  that  Ms.  Kho  discussed.  In  order  for  it  to  be  a green 
home,  the  rater  needs  to  find  50  points  plus  specific  minimum  point  thresholds  in  each  category.  The 
ratings  reflect  practices  above  code  in  California. 

It  was  stated  that  the  label  was  launched  in  September  and  in  just  the  seven  months  since  then,  a couple 
of  hundred  units  have  completed  the  program  and  are  fully  certified.  It  was  estimated  that  there  are  a 
couple  of  thousand  units  in  the  pipeline  throughout  various  areas  in  California.  The  focus  now  is  on  new 
construction.  A set  of  rating  protocols  is  being  developed  for  existing  homes  and  remodeled  projects.  Real 
estate  professionals  see  it  as  an  essential  tool  to  make  green  building  an  important  part  of  every  home 
resale. 

Mr.  Mast  discussed  how  the  program  fits  in  with  state  policies  such  as  Title  24.  Title  24  is  the  State  Energy 
Standard  and  constitutes  what  is  an  acceptable  level  for  energy  performance  for  a new  building.  Build  it 
Green  benchmarks  their  energy  points  to  Title  24  as  the  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  do. 

Additional  discussions  included: 

• How  the  program  serves  affordable  housing  through  funding; 

• Green  criteria  for  the  tax  credit  process; 

• Green  Measures  for  TCAC  Basis  Boost  and  how  TCAC  Measures  Earn  Green  Points; 

• GreenPoint  Rated  program  working  in  tandem  with  LEED.  The  key  difference  is  that  LEED  for 
homes  is  a national  program  standard  and  award  to  the  greenest  of  the  green  builders. 

GreenPoint  Rated  provides  a credible  and  acceptable  point  of  entry  for  a builder  that  needs  to  take 
smaller  steps. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  Build  it  Green  is  taking  the  results  from  the  checklist  and  information  from  the  raters 
and  translating  that  into  kilowatt  hours  and  therms  saved,  gallons  of  water  and  green  house  gas 
emissions  avoided.  This  will  be  an  informational  resource  that  Build  it  Green  will  be  able  to  report  back  to 
participating  cities  on  a routine  basis. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  for  further  discussion  on  Build  it  Green’s  connection  with  non-profit  networks.  Mr. 
Mast  stated  that  the  non-profit  networks  are  not  as  active  as  some  of  their  other  councils,  but  the  idea  is 
to  work  with  a broad  range  of  environmentally-oriented  non-profits  that  had  a mission  that  overlapped  in 
some  fashion  with  green  building  to  get  them  collaborating  on  a joint  vision  and  harness  their 
communication  networks  to  send  the  message  to  the  public. 
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Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  was  surprised  that  buildings  that  qualify  for  LEED  would  definitely 
qualify  for  the  GreenRated  Program  but  that  not  all  but  some  of  the  Green  Rated  Program  buildings 
would  qualify  for  LEED.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  LEED  has  15  mandatory  requirements,  and  the  GreenPoint 
Rated  Program  has  three.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  is  looking  at 
different  categories.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  is  more  manageable  for  an 
entry-level  builder.  Credit  would  be  given  for  items  that  are  required  by  LEED,  but  are  not  mandatory 
requirements. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  often  the  cost  to  administer  the  LEED  programs  makes  it  so  people  do 
not  participate  at  all.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  this  was  a statewide  program.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  it 
is  a statewide  program  and  they  have  no  ambitions  to  go  outside  of  California.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  what  the  cost  was  to  administer  the  program  checklist  for  a sample  project.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  if 
you  are  a builder  developing  a 30-unit  multi  family  project,  the  estimate  from  raters  would  be  that  they 
would  charge  that  builder  from  $120  to  $1 50  a unit  for  the  units  in  that  development.  Build  it  Green  would 
be  paid  $25  from  that  fee  to  cover  administrative  and  certificate  processing  fees.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  was  significantly  less  than  participating  in  a LEED  program. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  are  criteria  for  a company  to  become  a sponsor.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that 
to  be  a sponsor  from  the  private  sector  you  have  to  demonstrate  that  if  you  are  a supplier,  you  have  a 
green  product  or  if  you  are  a building  professional,  that  you  have  a green  commitment  and  are  trained  as 
a green  building  professional.  Local  governments  do  not  have  criteria.  PG&E  is  listed  because  they  are 
a silver  sponsor  that  has  contributed  $7500  to  help  market  their  energy  efficiency  programs.  Especially, 
for  large  corporations,  when  Build  it  Green  puts  out  their  sponsor  literature,  it  is  tied  to  that  green  product 
that  they  are  offering. 

Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  participated  in  the  development 
of  LEED,  has  two  LEED  office  spaces,  one  LEED  building  and  is  trying  to  get  more.  Vice-President  Wald 
stated  that  she  is  worried  about  the  dilution  of  the  LEED  brand  with  programs  like  the  GreenPoint  Rated 
Program  and  other  less  credible  efforts.  Vice-President  Wald  asked  Mr.  Mast  to  explain  his  statement 
that  this  program  is  good  for  people  when  they  are  just  getting  started  and  to  describe  the  mechanism  by 
which  people  who  are  participating  in  the  “just  getting  started  program”  are  transferred  to  LEED. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  the  equivalency  tool  is  that  mechanism:  it  allows  projects  to  be  evaluated  as  to  how 
close  they  are  to  qualifying  for  LEED  and  is  part  of  the  raters’  professional  training  so  they  are  acting  as  a 
coach  and  mentor  with  the  builders  in  helping  them  make  each  project  progressively  greener.  When 
raters  are  trained,  the  relationship  with  LEED  is  explained  and  that  they  are  working  in  tandem  and  want 
really  green  homes  to  be  LEED  for  homes.  The  trainers  encourage  raters  to  attain  credentials  so  they 
can  participate  in  the  LEED  for  Homes  program  so  the  more  overlap  is,  the  easier  it  works  and  a 
relationship  is  also  developed  with  builders.  Candidates  are  being  identified  as  candidates  that  are 
ready  to  take  on  LEED,  but  for  those  that  are  not  ready  to  take  on  LEED,  there  is  a beginning  point. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  other  people  proliferating  could  be  a challenge  at  the  national  level.  He  has  seen 
that  some  people  are  using  the  language  that  LEED  is  not  good  enough  but  what  they  want  to  see  is  a 
watered  down  version  of  LEED  that  has  the  status  quo.  Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  Mr.  Mast  would  be 
prepared  to  criticize  other  efforts  in  other  jurisdictions  that  look  like  they  were  trying  to  water  down  what 
LEED  is  trying  to  do  or  that  are  not  as  rigorous  as  what  Build  It  Green  is  trying  to  do.  Mr.  Mast  stated 
there  are  different  requirements  for  green  building  from  different  organizations,  e.g.  the  National 
Association  of  Home  Builders  has  guidelines  that,  for  the  most  part,  are  perfectly  fine  set  of  guidelines, 
but  they  do  not  include  measures  on  indoor  air  quality  and  sustainably-harvested  lumber  - at  least  partly 
because  the  chemical  and  forestry  industries  have  helped  develop  that  program.  Also,  that  program 
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does  not  include  third  party  verification  method — it  is  just  a checklist.  There  are  National  Association  of 
Home  Builders  programs  around  the  country,  which  are  green  building  programs  and  may  be  greener 
than  what  is  there  before,  but  is  not  what  Build  it  Green  is  doing. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Jake  Wagman,  Citizen’s  Housing,  local  non-profit  developer,  asked  if  there  are 
different  gradations  in  the  GreenPoint  Rated  System,  such  as  in  LEED  that  has  Gold,  Platinum  and 
Silver.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  a point  value  is  used  with  the  minimum  point  threshold  at  50  points,  but  the 
Certificate  shows  the  actual  point  value.  They  just  had  a home  on  their  green  home  tour  that  scored  202 
points,  which  is  the  highest  that  has  been  seen  at  this  time.  When  combined  with  the  relationship  with 
LEED  for  homes  and  when  the  builder  is  progressing  and  transitioning  to  LEED  and  going  to  LEED 
Silver,  Gold,  and  Platinum,  is  when  you  get  the  tiered  result. 

5.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION.  Summary  of  revised  Rodenticide  Policy  and  Resolution  approving  the  2007 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  (Explanatory  Documents:  (PDF)  2007  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List 

http://web1.sfaov.Qrq/site/uplQadedfiles/2QQ7ReducedRiskPesticideList.pdf:  (PDF)  Pesticides  Changed  in  2007  Reduced  Risk 
Pesticide  List  http://web1.sfaQv.ora/site/uDioadedfiles/PesticidesChanqedin20Q7ReducedRiskPesticideUst.pdf.  (Word)  Draft 

Resolution  File  No.  2007-03-CGE  Approving  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  2007 

htto://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/ResFile2QQ7-Q3-COEApprovedPesticideList.doc:  (Word)  Summary  of  Least  Hazardous 
Rodent  Management  Activities  http://web1.sfaov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ProposalCOEMav07ver2.docL 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 

Mr.  Chris  Geiger  stated  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  is  presented  to  the  Commission  annually  and  is 
used  to  restrict  which  products  are  used  on  all  City  lands.  It  was  explained  that  the  goal  of  the  Integrated 
Pest  Management  (IPM)  Program  is  to  reduce  the  use  of  hazardous  pesticides  on  City  lands  as  well  as  to 
maintain  effective  pest  management.  In  order  to  so,  a system  has  evolved  over  the  past  ten  years,  which 
has  been  successful. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  when  the  IPM  Ordinance  was  passed  in  1996,  it  was  first  worded  as  a complete 
ban  on  all  pesticides  and  it  was  then  realized  that  it  was  not  advisable  or  possible  for  a lot  of  reasons.  The 
word  pesticide  includes  not  only  insecticides  but  includes  disinfectants  that  are  used  in  hospitals  and  a lot 
of  other  chemicals  that  needed  to  be  available  when  circumstances  dictated  so.  The  Ordinance  evolved 
into  a system  of  exemptions  for  particular  products. 

The  IPM  program  consists  of  a group  of  IPM  coordinators  from  seven  departments  in  the  City  and  other 
interested  parties  that  participate  in  a monthly  meeting  for  a problem-solving  session.  It  has  created  a 
corporate  culture  and  a shared  set  of  goals.  The  list  is  reviewed  every  year,  product  by  product,  to  see 
what  is  really  needed,  what  hasn’t  worked,  what  is  too  hazardous,  and  alternatives  that  have  not  been 
considered.  Once  that  process  has  been  completed,  a public  hearing  is  scheduled  (that  was  held  in 
January  of  this  year)  to  discuss  further  changes  and  then  it  is  brought  to  the  Commission  for  approval. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  list  is  being  presented  later  than  usual  because  of  several  concerns  about  rat 
baits  and  rodenticides  and  its  effect  on  wildlife.  The  packet  includes  a Summary  of  Least  Hazardous 
Rodent  Management  Activities  for  San  Francisco  that  gives  a summary  of  experiences  on  rodent 
management  in  the  program.  Highlights  of  this  explanatory  document  were  presented  (see  the  link  above). 
It  was  explained  that  there  are  no  significant  changes  on  this  year’s  list  from  the  2006  list  except  for  the 
rodenticide  limitations  and  the  addition  of  one  soap-based  insecticide. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  anything  is  being  done  to  provide  incentives  or  encourage  the  creation  or  utilization  of 
better  alternatives  to  the  chemicals  that  are  currently  being  used.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  while  he  does  not 
know  of  financial  incentives,  there  is  the  shared  goal  of  reducing  hazards.  Because  of  the  incident  with  the 


| Commission  on  the  Environment 
May  22,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 
• Page  9 


hawks  and  the  new  data  that  is  available  on  the  rodenticide  products,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
is  putting  out  a modified  type  of  snap  trap.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  is  in  various  conversations 
about  garbage  cans  and  ways  to  reduce  habitat  and  food  in  the  parks,  but  is  lacking  staff  and  money  to 
make  it  happen  quickly.  Dr.  Geiger  recommended  installing  garbage  cans  with  lids  that  rodents  and  birds 
can’t  get  into,  increasing  outreach  and  enforcement  about  not  feeding  wildlife,  and  then  using  mass  rodent 
trapping  as  a method  of  last  resort. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  the  Department  is  in  communication  with  the  chemical  companies  letting  them  know 
that  we  are  not  able  to  use  these  chemicals  and  to  advise  them  that  if  they  were  able  to  identify  greener 
alternatives,  they  could  make  more  money  and  establish  a better  relationship.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he 
has  talked  to  a fair  number  of  companies  on  the  telephone,  and  that  the  best  communication  has  been 
through  comment  letters  to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  on  pesticide  re-registrations,  which 
have  been  accomplished  with  good  results  on  several  chemicals  recently. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  appreciates  the  concern  with  not  killing  raptors  as  it  seems 
extremely  likely  that  rodenticide  was  the  cause  for  the  incidents  that  occurred  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  without 
the  actual  proof  being  established.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  appreciates  the  need  for 
special  exemptions  for  sewers  and  certain  commercial  establishments,  but  is  concerned  with  whether  or 
not  there  should  be  more  stringent  requirements  on  how  they  are  used,  e.g.  concern  was  expressed  with 
the  use  of  single  feed  poisons  in  the  sewer  lines.  It  was  asked  whether  the  rats  that  eat  the  poison  while 
they  are  in  the  sewer  end  up  getting  processed  with  the  sewage  and  become  part  of  the  biosolids  that  is 
being  dealt  with.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  does  not  have  data  on  this  topic  and  explained  the  baiting 
process  indicating  that  it  is  not  easy  for  it  to  get  washed  away.  Non-toxic  baits  are  being  put  out  to  monitor 
the  areas  that  have  the  rats  so  they  can  come  back  and  put  the  toxic  product  in  if  necessary. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  it  would  be  a problem  for  aquatic  life  when  it  does  overflow  into  the  bay. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  to  his  knowledge  it  is  not  an  aquatic  hazard  but  is  not  sure  what  happens  in  the  rat 
and  will  report  back  with  additional  details  if  requested.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  she  would  be 
interested  in  PUC  guidelines.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  a rat  that  eats  poison  in  a commercial 
establishment  could  get  outside  before  it  dies  and  then  become  potential  prey  for  a raptor.  Dr.  Geiger 
stated  that  the  behavioral  trait  that  they  use  to  sell  these  products,  which  is  presumed  to  be  true,  is  that 
they  are  supposed  to  burrow  in  some  place  hidden.  They  head  for  water  and  generally  try  to  leave  the 
building,  which  is  a good  thing,  as  they  do  not  get  stuck  between  the  walls.  According  to  contacts  in  the 
industry,  they  did  not  feel  it  is  a significant  hazard  if  it  is  adjacent  to  a building,  but  in  parks,  there  are  more 
wide-open  spaces  and  more  of  a chance  for  exposure.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  some  situations 
when  the  Health  Department  closes  down  restaurants  because  of  an  infestation  of  rats,  and  there  are 
cases  where  trapping  won’t  work  in  a restaurant  depending  on  the  configuration  of  the  building.  In  those 
cases,  there  would  be  use  for  the  rat  bait. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  encouraging  natural  predators  as  a means  for  pest  management.  Dr. 
Geiger  stated  that  no  one  has  been  able  to  quantify  how  well  this  would  work.  Work  has  been  done  with 
barn  owls  and  gophers.  PUC  is  getting  ready  to  install  nesting  boxes  near  one  of  its  dams  and  are  looking 
for  students  to  help  monitor  gopher  populations.  They  put  some  barn  owl  boxes  in  Golden  Gate  Park  a few 
years  ago,  but  there  was  a problem  with  them  as  they  included  perches  on  the  boxes.  A barn  owl  box 
should  not  include  a perch  as  it  allows  crows  to  get  inside,  so  there  was  a design  problem  with  that  option. 
Other  ideas  are  being  explored  to  encourage  predatory  birds  in  the  park,  and  there  are  certainly  a lot  there. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  has  been  to  a water  treatment  plant  and  has  no  confidence  that  the 
chemicals  in  that  animal  or  outside  of  the  animal  would  be  treated.  It  is  not  something  that  the  water 
treatment  plant  currently  is  fielding  for  so  it  does  end  up  in  the  waterway,  and  if  it  is  a hazard  to  mammals, 
it  is  a hazard  to  fish  life  as  well.  If  not,  there  should  be  literature  on  the  topic.  Commissioner  Martin  asked 
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if  the  list  applies  to  citywide  or  city-owned  property.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  City  is  allowed  to  regulate 
pesticide  use  only  on  City-owned  lands  and  includes  leased  lands  if  the  lease  was  signed  after  1996. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  there  could  be  things  that  can  be  done  to  buildings  that  are  under 
construction  that  will  make  it  more  rat  proof.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  is  trying  to  establish  more  pest 
prevention  into  design  guidelines.  It  was  stated  that  a meeting  was  just  held  on  that  subject  with  the 
University  of  California  and  the  Pest  Control  Industry.  Construction  sites  are  very  important  because 
rodents  in  the  area  start  moving  around  and  create  problems  for  adjacent  properties.  A lot  of  pressure  has 
been  used  to  use  baits  under  those  situations. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  expressed  her  concern  that  we  would  be  moving  forward  with  more 
reclaimed  water  in  our  parks  and  in  the  environment  in  general  and  asked  how  the  poisons  would  be 
handled  in  reclaimed  water.  It  was  stated  that  since  there  is  no  way  to  remove  the  pharmaceuticals,  it  is 
assumed  that  the  poisons  cannot  be  removed  either.  Ms.  Wuerfel  indicated  that  there  will  be  a long  list  of 
issues  that  the  PUC  has  to  deal  with  and  all  of  us  have  to  think  about  because  as  we  interact  with  each 
other  and  we  start  using  reclaimed  water,  we  will  be  reclaiming  everything  that  goes  into  the  water. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  in  the  past  five  years  has 
reduced  the  amount  of  pesticide  used  in  absolute  terms  by  about  63%  and  has  reduced  all  of  the  most 
toxic  chemicals  on  the  list  completely.  The  Department’s  goal  and  mandate  is  to  reduce  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible  toxic  materials  while  balancing  other  needs  and  play  that  role  weighted  towards  the 
environmental  benefits  of  other  methodologies. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  would  happen  if  the  Resolution  did  not  pass.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated 
that  the  current  list  cements  in  place  the  emergency  action  on  the  hawks  and  other  animals.  Vice- 
President  Wald  stated  that  the  list  that  is  considered  for  adoption  is  more  protective  than  the  current 
system. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Resolution  File  No. 
2007-03-CGE  Approving  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  2007  was  approved  without  objection 
(AYES:  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President 
Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

6.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  The  Commission  will  discuss  and  consider  approving  proposed  grants  for 
the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Environmental  Justice  Program  (Explanatory  Documents:  (Word) 
Draft  Resolution  File  No.  2007-04-COE  approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards 
http://web1.sfqov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/FileR-2007-Q4-COEApprovalEJGrants.doc  and  (Word)  Environmental  Justice  Staff 
Funding  Recommendations  http://web1.sfaov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/SF%20fundinarecommendatipnsforEJarants2007.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Eng  requested  approval  of  eight  new  Environmental  Justice  grants  as  reflected  in  the  Funding 
Recommendations  explanatory  document  above.  It  was  explained  that  the  Environmental  Justice  Program 
staff  consists  of  Anne  Eng,  Sraddha  Mehta  and  Raymond  Manion  who  perform  (a)  grant  management 
services  by  providing  up  to  $500,000  in  grant  funding  annually;  and  (b)  providing  direct  services  in 
connection  with  special  projects,  focusing  on  food  security,  energy,  and  diesel  pollution  issues.  Ms.  Eng 
stated  that  a few  months  ago,  a Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  was  issued,  14  proposals  were  received,  and 
eight  applicants  were  interviewed  and  evaluated.  The  evaluation  process  was  amended  and  structured 
based  on  the  City’s  Controller’s  Office  recommendations. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  Department  had  two  grant  making  processes  that  were  integrated. 
The  Environmental  Justice  and  Recycling  Programs  issued  a joint  RFP  simultaneously.  There  was  overlap 
in  the  evaluation  panels  and  the  scoring  criteria.  The  grant  RFP  was  sent  to  the  contact  lists  of  both  grant 
programs  and  Department  staff  and  outside  evaluators  ranked  initial  proposals.  The  Department  met  with 
the  Controller’s  Office  on  the  process  who  signed  off  and  agreed  on  this  RFP  and  evaluation  process.  It 
was  stated  that  the  grant  evaluation  process  resulted  in  receipt  of  strong  proposals  and  ensured  more 
transparency  and  coordination  between  Environmental  Justice  and  Recycling  programs. 

Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  this  is  the  first  year  that  the  criteria  are  being  used.  Director  Blumenfeld 
stated  that  there  are  two  sets  of  criteria,  one  is  Recycling  Impound  related  and  the  other  is  Environmental 
Justice  criteria  developed  for  the  grant  funds  derived  from  a 1998  $13  million  settlement  serving  the 
Bayview  and  Potrero  neighborhoods.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  in  earlier  funding  cycles,  Department  staff, 
Commissioners,  and  community  residents  participated  in  the  grant  evaluation  process.  This  funding  cycle 
included  a more  structured  program  where  only  one  Environmental  Justice  staff  person  was  on  the  review 
panel  for  the  written  proposals  and  the  oral  interview  process.  The  other  members  included  professional 
grant  managers  from  the  Department  and  a member  of  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing  who  is  involved  in 
low-income  issues.  The  panel  was  expanded  and  a benefit  was  seen. 

Ms.  Eng  explained  that  three  of  the  proposed  grant  awards  relate  to  solar  energy  that  include: 

• All  Hallows  Community  Center,  a senior  and  disabled  housing  complex  on  Oakdale  Avenue. 

• GRID  Alternatives,  which  provides  solar  installation  on  low-income  homes. 

• San  Francisco  Food  Bank  which  in  the  earlier  cycle  had  received  energy  efficiency  grant  funding 
and  now  has  come  back  to  develop  a solar  project  to  compliment  PG&E  funding. 

Four  of  the  projects  relate  to  community  gardens  or  food  systems  that  include: 

• Alemany  Resident  Management  Corporation,  which  basically  oversees  the  Alemany  Farm.  They 
will  be  linking  Bayview  residents  to  that  farm  and  selling  at  the  Bayview  Farmers  Market. 

• Community  Alliance  for  Family  Farmers  which  proposes  to  support  a Farmers  Collaborative  in 
support  of  the  Farmers  Market  and  to  bring  fresh  local  produce  to  Bayview  institutions. 

• Quesada  Gardens  Initiative,  a community  based  grass  roots  organization  that  has  developed  a 
community  garden  and  wants  to  expand  into  food  production;  and 

• A school  garden  project  at  Willie  Brown  Jr.  School  in  the  Bayview. 

In  addition,  there  is  one  proposed  project  focusing  on  air  pollution: 

• Greenaction  for  Health  and  Environmental  Justice  proposes  to  reduce  diesel  emissions  by  doing 
community  policing  of  idling  trucks  and  helping  to  conduct  community  education  workshops  on 
diesel  pollution. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  only  a select  number  of  agencies  received  the  RFP.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  the  RFP  is 
not  targeted  to  a select  group,  is  open,  posted  on  the  web  and  has  a wide  distribution  list.  Mr.  Heyman 
asked  about  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  and  ARC  Ecology  who  were  not  reflected  on  the  list  of 
grantees.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  ARC  Ecology  did  not  submit  an  application  this  funding  cycle,  but  did 
receive  funding  in  previous  cycles.  It  was  stated  that  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  did  apply  for 
funding  for  its  front  door  farms  program,  but  was  not  able  to  submit  a written  proposal  that  received  a score 
of  60  or  higher.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  the  Environmental  Justice  Program  is  still  working  with  Literacy  for 
Environmental  Justice  on  the  Living  Classroom  Project. 
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Commissioner  Mok  asked  how  much  time  was  allocated  for  each  interview.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  each 
interview  was  about  45  - 50  minutes  and  that  a couple  of  days  were  spent  on  interviewing  and  scoring. 

Commissioner  Martin  acknowledged  the  Quesada  Gardens  project  and  asked  if  Plant*SF,  the  organization 
that  Commissioner  Martin  represents  was  listed  as  a co-sponsor  of  the  grant.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that 
Renaissance  Parents  for  Success  was  listed  as  a fiscal  sponsor. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Resolution  File  No. 
2007-04-COE  approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards  has  been  approved  without  objection 
(AYES:  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President 
Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

7.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  The  Commission  will  discuss  and  consider  approving  proposed  grants  for 
the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Recycling  Program  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File 
No.  2007-05-COE  approving  Recycling  Grant  Awards  and  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards 
(Word)  http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/ResFileR-2007-05-COEADDrovalZWGrants.doc  (Word) 
httD://web1.sfQOv.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ZWrecommendation2007-08tocommission.doc. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Kevin  Drew,  Recycling  Program  Coordinator 

Mr.  Drew  stated  that  the  Recyling  Program  engaged  in  an  extensive  evaluation  of  applications  and 
discussed  the  success  of  the  process.  It  was  stated  that  there  were  23  applications  totaling  about  2.1 
million  dollars, and  17  were  awarded  for  a total  of  $808,000.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  several  large 
proposals  had  not  been  funded  and  that  Recycling  Program  staff  will  work  with  the  applicants  to  refine  their 
proposals  as  a part  of  a grant  development  process.  The  17  projects  represent  about  7000  tons  of 
diversion  with  over  50%  allocated  to  reuse  or  composting.  Mr.  Drew  described  the  grant  awards  as 
reflected  in  the  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  explanatory  documents  above. 

Mr.  Fleyman  encouraged  the  Department  to  consider  allocating  a small  portion  of  its  budget  to  colloborative 
proposals  earmarked  for  grant  requests  and  proposals  that  encompass  multiple  agencies  working  together 
towards  that  common  goal.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  people  are  welcome  to  bring  colloborative  projects 
forward,  but  funding  has  not  been  allocated  for  this  effort  at  this  time. 

Commissioner  Mok  asked  about  the  disposition  of  the  difference  between  the  2.1  million  dollars  and  the 
$808,000  that  was  actually  funded.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  the  $808,000  is  the  amount  that  is  in  the 
budget  this  year  and  may  be  different  next  year  depending  on  what  is  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Applicants  that  were  not  granted  awards  this  year  are  able  to  reapply  next  year. 

Commissioner  Martin  confirmed  that  the  funding  amount  equals  approximatley  $115  per  ton  and  asked  if 
the  rate  is  consistent  with  what  has  been  seen  in  the  past.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  it  is  fairly  consistent,  but  it 
goes  up  and  down  depending  on  how  large  of  a scale  a project  there  is  from  one  year  to  another.  It  was 
explained  that  it  has  been  in  the  range  of  $100  a ton  for  the  last  number  of  years  and  there  have  been 
years  where  it  has  been  lower. 

It  was  stated  that  It  is  about  $300  a ton  to  take  material  to  the  landfill,  and  slightly  less  than  that  to  take  it  to 
the  compost  facility  because  it  is  very  much  the  same  activity,  the  same  trucks,  the  same  distance.  You 
don’t  have  to  pay  to  throw  it  into  the  ground,  but  you  do  have  to  spend  money  to  process  it.  Mr.  Drew 
explained  that  it  is  in  the  high  $200’s  range  and  recycling  is  about  the  same  because  the  equipment  and 
cost  of  processing  is  substantial  even  though  some  of  it  is  offset  by  the  value  of  the  material  when  you  sell 
it  and  it  is  recycled.  All  of  activities  are  less  expensive  than  what  is  done  through  the  traditional  garbage 
system  provided  by  Norcal. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  acknowledged  Department  staff  for  their  efforts  on  the  grant  process  and  is 
pleased  that  many  of  the  projects  are  focusing  more  on  reduce  and  reuse  rather  than  just  recycling  and 
composting. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Resolution  File  No.  2007- 
05-COE  approving  Recycling  Grant  Awards  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner 
King). 

8.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Controller’s  Office  Proposed  Impound  Account  Guidelines  (Explanatory 
Document:  Use  of  Impound  Account  Funds  (Word) 

http://web1.sfaov.orq/site/uDloadedfiles/2007Use%20oflmDound%20Funds3.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Use  of  Impound  Account  Funds  document  was  created  in  2003 
and  has  been  updated  to  include  the  2006  Refuse  Rate  Process,  the  Controller’s  Performance  Evaluation, 
the  Budget  Process,  and  the  Strategic  Plan.  The  current  document  incorporates  specific  elements  of  the 
Strategic  Plan  and  the  Controller’s  Performance  Evaluation  recommendations  to  more  specifically  outline 
the  types  of  projects  that  can  be  funded  by  the  Impound  Account.  The  Department  has  received  a City 
Attorney  opinion  on  the  use  of  Impound  Account  funds  for  the  use  of  Environmental  Justice  projects.  In 
addition  to  outlining  the  specific  programs  that  can  be  funded  by  the  Impound  Account,  caps  have  been  put 
on  the  percentage  of  the  Impound  Account  that  can  be  used  for  individual  project  areas.  There  are  four 
program  areas  that  are  funded  by  the  Impound  Account: 

• Zero  Waste  programs  that  include  reduction,  reuse  and  recycling,  and  composting  in  order  to 
meet  the  mandates  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  75%  goal  and  zero  waste  goal  by  2020.  There  are  no  limits  on  the 
amount  of  Impound  Account  funding  for  Zero  Waste  projects. 

• Toxics  Redution  programs  which  includes  hazardous  waste  collection  programs  and  all  other 
programs  to  help  keep  toxics  out  of  the  landfill.  The  limit  is  that  no  more  than  half  of  the 
Impound  Account  can  be  spent  on  Toxics  Reduction  programs. 

• Green  Building  programs  that  have  a direct  overlap  with  diverting  material  from  the  landfill  in 
terms  of  construction  and  demolition  debris  and  in  the  use  of  recycled  materials.  It  was 
determined  that  only  green  building  programs  that  relate  directly  to  preventing  waste  from  going 
to  the  landfill  and  those  that  reduce  toxic  materials  and  construction  can  be  paid  for  by  the 
Impound  Account  with  no  more  than  10%  of  the  Impound  Account  used  for  green  building 
projects. 

• Environmental  Justice.  The  Impound  Account  can  only  be  used  to  fund  appropriate  impound 
projects  that  meet  the  guidelines  of  the  opinion  by  the  Deputy  City  Attorney,  and  no  more  than 
10%  of  the  Impound  Account  can  be  used  for  environmental  justice  projects. 

The  final  restriction  is  that  no  more  than  25%  can  be  used  for  administrative  expenditures.  Incorporated 
into  the  guidelines  are  the  Department’s  Strategic  Plan  and  elements  of  the  Five  Year  Plan  that  was 
submitted  as  part  of  the  Refuse  Rate  process. 

Mr.  Heyman  inquired  whether  100%  of  personnel  costs  are  included  in  the  Administration  allocation. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  personnel  costs  that  are  reflecrted  in  the  administrative  part  of  the 
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budget  include  rent,  administrative  staff,  computer  staff,  accounting  staff,  infrastructure,  and  Commission. 
This  figure  Includes  all  costs  of  administering  programs  that  can  be  considered  administrative  or  program 
related  as  they  are  similar.  Mr.  Heyman  stated  that  if  a bookkeeper  is  working  on  bookkeeping  for  a 
program,  it  would  be  counted  as  a program-related  expense  or  at  least  that  portion  would  be  split  between 
different  areas.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  type  of  expense  would  be  considered  an 
administrative  expense  and  would  not  be  allocated  to  the  program. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  Action  22,  working  with  the  Mayor’s  Office  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  introduce  policies  regarding  bags,  food  service,  etc.  and  stressed  the  importance  of 
including  product  labeling  so  items  are  not  placed  in  the  wrong  bin.  Commissioner  Gravanis  corrected  the 
word  “incentivizes”  as  not  being  a verb  and  recommended  defining  the  term  eco-product  to  state 
environmentally  sound  products  or  products  that  minimize  harm  to  the  environment. 

Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  all  text  that  addresses  the  programmatic  goals  should  state  that  it  is 
subject  to  change  every  year  if  the  Strategic  Plan  changes.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  recommended 
revising  the  document  to  state,  “activities  funded  by  the  Impound  Account  for  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction,  Green  Building,  and  Environmental  Justice  programs  include  but  are  not  limited  to  the  activities 
in  the  Department’s  Strategic  Plan  which  will  be  updated  annually.” 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  proposed  amendments  that  include: 

• Page  2,  Impound  Account  Summary.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  attended  the  rate  hearings 
when  Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler  stated  that  the  1932  Ordinance  was  silent  on  the  Impound 
Account  and  suggested  removing  the  sentence  that  states  that  the  1932  Ordinance  gives 
authority  to  the  Impound  Account  that  was  established  in  1978. 

• Page  2,  Impound  Account  Summary.  On  the  bullet  point  that  states  “Programs  related  to  green 
building,  pollution  prevention,  energy  conservation  and  environmental  justice  that  are  directed 
towards  solid  waste.”  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  two  terms  of  pollution  prevention  and 
environmental  conservation  were  specifically  included  in  the  City  Attorney’s  Opinion  in  2001  and 
are  inconsistent  with  other  statements  in  the  document  in  the  Administrative  Section.  The  City 
Attorney  in  2001  stated  that  the  money  for  the  refuse  rate  proceeds  should  be  used  for  programs 
and  services  related  to  refuse  services  or  solid  waste  management.  It  was  even  clarified  to 
state  for  instance,  if  an  outreach  position  splits  time  between  recycling  and  energy  efficiency 
outreach,  the  refuse  rate  proceeds  could  be  used  to  fund  a portion  of  the  time,  referring  to  the 
recycling  time  and  specifically  excluding  the  energy  efficiency  time.  Ms.  Wuerfel  requested  that 
this  point  be  deleted. 

• Page  4:  The  Environmental  Justice  Program  is  to  convert  refuse  and  recycling  vehicles  to 
cleaner  fuel  has  already  been  included  in  the  rates  and  is  not  appropriate  to  assign  that  job  to 
Environmental  Justice  when  it  is  being  paid  for  in  the  rates  directly. 

• Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  is  in  favor  of  setting  caps,  but  the  way  the  document  is  worded,  the 
maximum  percentage  of  Impound  Account  adds  up  to  195%.  What  should  be  stated  is 
“maximum  percentages  of  program  budgets  charged  to  the  account”  and  requested  a 
discussion  on  this  topic. 

• Clarify  the  25%  amount  charged  to  the  account  versus  the  amount  charged  to  overhead.  Is  the 
25%  to  include  all  of  FTE  based  overhead  or  is  in  addition  to  it  and  requested  discussion  on  the 
amount  of  overhead  to  be  charged. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  when  funding  is  received  from  the  Air  District  to  fund  Norcal,  the 
Department  spends  a lot  of  time  to  get  the  money  to  convert  Norcal’s  vehicles,  but  the  Air  District  grants 
do  not  include  administrative  overhead.  As  a result,  the  Department  is  doing  the  work  to  convert  Norcal’s 
fleet,  but  does  not  have  anywhere  to  bill  it  to. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  on  Ms.  Wuerfel’s  point  that  the  maximum  percentage  of  Impound 
Account  adds  up  to  195%,  that  you  cannot  go  over  100%  and  things  will  fluctuate  annually,  but  the  intent 
is  to  protect  the  Impound  Account  to  make  sure  that  you  don’t  disproportionately  spend  out  of  the 
Impound  Account  for  any  particular  area.  The  amount  adds  up  to  more  100%,  because  there  is  a 
fluctuation  from  year  to  year.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  clarified  that  overhead  expenses  are  included  in 
administration. 

Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  if  the  100%  cap  in  Recycling  would  mean  that  in  any  given  year,  Recycling  will  receive 
100%  of  the  Impound  Account  and  noone  else  will  get  anything.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
the  budget  cannot  go  over  100%,  but  the  Department  may  choose  to  prioritize  funding  for  Recycling  in 
any  given  year  and  not  do  anything  for  other  programs  as  a result.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  if  the 
Commission  wanted  to  put  all  of  the  Impound  Account  funds  towards  Recycling,  that  would  be  a 
legitimate  use  of  the  Impound  Account.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  grant  or  other  funding 
may  be  received  to  fund  projects  that  then  wouldn’t  need  money  from  the  Impound  Account  as  a result. 

It  was  stated  that  grants  had  been  received  for  Zero  Waste  projects  so  not  all  funding  is  received  from  the 
Impound  Account. 

Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  this  guideline  protects  the  Impound  Account  from  inappropriate 
expenditures  by  putting  in  caps  on  things  that  have  areas  that  could  fall  outside  of  the  Impound  Account. 
The  Department  is  committing  that  once  this  policy  is  in  place,  none  of  these  lines  will  be  exceeded. 

Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  the  Impound  Account  Guidelines  document  include  a date,  to  and 
from,  and  page  numbers. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  Impound 
Account  Guidelines  were  approved  with  amendments.  (AYES:  Vice-President  Wald, 
Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner 
King). 

9.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Department  of  the  Environment’s  implementation  of  the  Controller’s  Office 
Audit  Report  Recommendations  (Explanatory  Document:  Controller’s  Office  Audit  Report 
Recommendations  and  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Implementation  Status  Report  (Excel) 
http://web1.sfqpv.prq/site/uplpadedfiles/COAuditReccmmendatipnlmplementatipn2007.xls  and  Memo  to  Supervisor  Elsbemd  on 
Implementation  of  Audit  Recommendations  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqpv.prq/site/uploadedfiles/SupeElsberndAuditUpdateMav2007.docl 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  Controller’s  Office  Audit  Report  Recommendations  and  actions 
taken  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  as  reflected  in  the  explanatory  document  above.  It  was  stated 
that  the  report  contained  21  recommendations.  Eleven  of  the  recommendations  were  related  specifically  to 
grants  and  the  grant-making  process.  At  this  time,  16  of  the  21  recommendations  are  either  implemented 
or  in  process,  2 will  be  implemented  before  the  end  of  June,  and  the  remaining  three  will  be  implemented 
in  the  new  fiscal  year  as  they  cannot  be  implemented  in  this  fiscal  year.  The  1 1 related  to  the  grant 
process  relate  to  procedures  that  are  in  place  and  are  reflected  in  a new  grants  procedure  manual. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  in  Recommendation  18  it  costs  $140,000  to  administer  the  program. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  you  include  all  of  the  costs  of  the  FTE  and  overhead,  it  could  cost 
that  amount.  It  was  indicated  that  the  Department  is  trying  to  streamline  the  process,  make  it  more 
transparent,  and  use  existing  staff  rather  than  hiring  a new  person.  By  reorganizing  and  reallocating  and 
putting  new  procedures  in  place,  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  hire  a new  grants  coordinator. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  to  specify  in  general  numbers  how  much  is  base  compensation  and  what  the  other 
costs  are.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  overhead  costs  on  a per  FTE  basis  is  about  $48,000. 
Benefit  costs  are  about  30-35%  of  a person’s  salary.  The  salary  for  a 5640  level  employee  ranges  from 
$50,000  to  $70,000,  another  30%  on  benefits,  and  $48,000  on  all  overhead  costs.  Mr.  Heyman  asked  if 
encouraging  collaborative  grant  proposals  would  exist  in  the  context  of  this  document  or  other  policies  or 
what  the  appropriate  mechanism  would  be  to  advance  that  idea.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it 
would  be  appropriate  to  incorporate  it  in  the  Grants  Procedures  Manual  to  encourage  a set  aside  for 
collaborative  projects.  Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  it  could  be  made  one  of  the  criteria  to  give  extra 
weight  to  collaborative  proposals.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  part  of  the  Procedures  Manual  is 
the  RFP  itself,  and  it  could  be  incorporated  by  giving  it  extra  weight  or  by  setting  aside  a certain 
percentage,  and  it  could  be  started  with  the  next  grant  cycle  in  the  next  few  months. 

10.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 

http://web1  .sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiies/CommissionSecretarvReport(  1 ).doc 

Ms.  Rachel  Buerkle,  Acting  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

The  Commission  Secretary  Report  was  included  in  the  packet  (explanatory  document  above). 

11.  INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  April  18,  2007  and 
review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  July  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove 
Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room. 

A report  was  not  given  at  this  time  and  Draft  Minutes  from  the  April  18  meeting  were  referenced  for 
review. 

12.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  Meeting  of  Monday,  May  14,  2007  and  will 
review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  June  1 1 , 2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at 
City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  three  speakers  addressed  the  problems  related  to  the  sale  of 
bottled  water  at  the  May  14  meeting  and  the  Committee  plans  to  continue  the  discussion  at  the  next 
meeting. 

13.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the 
Environment  will  give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget 
Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental 
Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Budget  would  be  heard 
tomorrow  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  at  1 1 :00  a.m.  as  Item  1 3 on  the  agenda.  It  was  stated  that 
the  United  Nations  employee  who  was  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Office  is  no  longer  in  the 
office  on  a permanent  basis  and  will  be  coming  in  temporarily  less  than  a day  a month  and  using 
shared  space. 

14.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  There  were  no  President’s  announcements  at  this  time. 

15.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  Commissioner  Martin 
requested  that  the  black  bar  be  removed  from  the  letterhead  on  agendas. 

16.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Department  has  had  a lot  of  volunteers  that  were  part  of  the  need  to 
increase  the  space  at  1 1 Grove  and  asked  how  many  people  would  be  housed  as  volunteers.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  are  about  12  active  volunteers  right  now  and  that  the  numbers  change. 
It  was  reported  that  there  were  approximately  100  people  working  on  the  Neighborhood  Outreach 
campaign  in  the  Sunset,  so  it  can  vary  from  10  to  100  depending  on  the  activity.  Ms.  Wuerfel  confirmed 
that  100  people  would  not  actually  be  housed  at  the  Department.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
there  are  part-time  volunteers  that  share  space  and  their  time  overlaps,  and  that  there  are  approximately 
four  spaces  that  are  used  on  a rotation  basis. 

17.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:59  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=6ioo4:  or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(g).sfaov. ora. 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 

Angelo  King,  Jane  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 . CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:09 
p.m.  Present:  Vice-President  Johanna  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Mok.  Excused:  Commissioner 
King;  Absent:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  27,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (Explanatory  Document: 
Approved  Minutes  of  the  March  27,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML) 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=58406.)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Mok,  the  March  27,  2007  Commission  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  a correction  in  Agenda 
Item  7 so  that  the  paragraph  that  starts  with  “For  Action  Item  8,  Urban  Design”  the  last  sentence  reads:  “It  was 
explained  that  Action  8 includes  open  space  systems  for  recreation,  street  tree  planting,  as  well  as  planting  in  our 
parks  and  ecological  stewardship.” 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  that  the  Commission  Secretary 
add  the  document/revision  date  to  all  explanatory  documents  at  the  top  of  the  first  page.  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  for  the 
names  of  new  Commissioners  at  which  time  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Commissioner  Jane  Martin,  architect 
and  landscape  designer  and  president  of  Plant*SF  and  Mr.  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  president  of  the  Craig’s  List 
Foundation,  who  will  be  sworn  in  in  the  near  future. 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  GreenPoint  Rated  in. San  Francisco.  This  informational  presentation  will 
provide  a GreenPoint  Rated  program  overview,  how  it  works  with  other  green  building  programs,  a public  agency 
perspective  on  program  implementation,  and  a discussion  on  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  (Explanatory 
Documents:  Memo  to  Commission  Green  Point  Rated  Program  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/052207CQEmemoGPR.doc  and  Presentations  (PPT) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/052207BuildItGreenPresentation.ppt  and 

http://web  1 .sfgov.org/  site/uploadedfiles/052207GreenBuildingPresentationAlamedaCountv.ppt 
SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 

SPEAKERS:  Rich  Chien,  Residential  Green  Building  Coordinator 

Bruce  Mast,  Development  Director,  Build  it  Green 
Karen  Kho,  Green  Building  Program  Manager,  Alameda  County 
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Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  presentation  today  is  to  start  a discussion  about  a California  and 
Bay  Area  initiative  on  residential  green  building  systems  both  for  existing  and  new  residential  buildings. 

Mr.  Chien  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  presentation  is  to  introduce  the  GreenPoint  Rated  program  and  the  multi- 
family guidelines  in  particular  to  San  Francisco.  It  was  stated  that  there  has  been  a lot  of  discussion  about  green 
building  in  San  Francisco,  and  LEED,  which  is  available  for  municipal  projects,  is  very  much  on  everyone’s  radar. 

Mr.  Chien  explained  that  this  program  addresses  a need  to  look  at  residential  building  types  whether  they  are  single- 
family remodeling  or  multi-family  projects.  Mr.  Chien  commended  the  work  of  Alameda  County  for  their  “Build  It 
Green”  program  in  developing  a robust  and  user  and  builder-friendly  tool  that  has  gained  a lot  of  attention  statewide 
for  residential  green  building.  Ms.  Karen  Kho  and  Mr.  Bruce  Mast  were  introduced  as  speakers. 

Ms.  Kho  explained  that  the  Alameda  County  Green  Building  Program  was  started  by  the  Alameda  County  Waste 
Management  Authority  that  is  set  up  as  a joint  powers  agency  with  members  that  include  all  of  the  cities  in  Alameda 
County  as  well  as  the  county  itself.  Alameda  County’s  mandate  is  to  establish  educational  programs  that  reduce  the 
waste  stream  in  Alameda  County.  Since  a large  percentage  of  the  waste  stream  comes  from  building  construction,  the 
Board  took  an  interest  in  green  building.  Ms.  Kho  explained  how  the  green  building  program  was  established  and 
how  some  of  the  resources  that  provide  the  basis  for  what  is  now  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  were  developed. 

Ms.  Kho  discussed  the  integrated  approach  Alameda  County  has  taken  with  member  cities  on  not  just  green  building 
but  also  sustainable  landscaping  and  environmentally  preferable  purchasing  so  it  covers  the  entire  scope  of  the  design, 
construction  and  the  maintenance  of  new  construction  projects  in  the  county.  It  was  stated  that  work  had  begun  in 
2000  looking  at  the  residential  sector  because  that  was  the  largest  component  of  new  construction  in  the  county,  and 
there  were  no  standards  in  place  at  that  time  that  addressed  residential  construction.  Alameda  County  now  has  a set 
of  tools  to  promote  green  in  the  county,  starting  with  LEED  for  civic  and  commercial  buildings,  three  sets  of 
guidelines,  and  bay  friendly  landscape  guidelines.  The  new  home  construction  guidelines  for  single-family  new 
construction  have  now  been  adopted  throughout  California,  and  there  are  over  a thousand  certified  green  building 
professionals  that  have  been  trained  on  how  to  use  these  guidelines,  which  is  also  now  administered  by  Build  it 
Green. 

Ms.  Kho  distributed  an  abridged  copy  of  the  multi-family  guidelines  and  stated  that  they  would  be  of  special  interest 
in  San  Francisco  as  in  Alameda  County  because  this  is  the  type  of  construction  that  will  be  happening  in  the  future. 
There  is  no  longer  very  much  space  left  for  single-family  new  construction  and  they  are  seeing  a lot  of  three  to  five 
story  mid-rise  multi-family  building  taking  place  in  the  county.  It  was  stated  that  they  had  worked  closely  with 
affordable  housing  developers  and  market  rate  multi-family  builders  in  developing  these  guidelines  and  are  currently 
in  the  process  of  updating  a statewide  version  in  partnership  with  Build  it  Green. 

An  overview  was  given  of  the  Green  Building  program’s  recommendations  to  its  member  cities.  First,  it  was 
recommended  that  green  building  and  sustainable  landscaping  are  included  and  required  in  all  municipal  projects  and 
for  projects  for  which  the  city  has  some  financial  involvement  or  land  ownership.  Second,  it  was  recommended  that 
educational  programs  and  incentives  be  used  for  private  projects.  Most  of  their  cities  have  adopted  these  residential 
guidelines  and  LEED  as  reference  documents  for  private  sector  projects.  A few  of  the  cities  are  beginning  to  look  at 
incentives  for  those  projects  that  achieve  third  party  ratings,  which  include  LEED  or  GreenPoint  Rated. 

Cities  may  use  a GreenPoint  checklist  in  implementing  the  work  with  private  sector  projects.  First,  it  is  a tool  for  any 
project  team  that  is  do-it-yourself  and  to  see  what  kind  of  green  building  features  you  can  incorporate  into  your 
project.  The  cities  are  using  it  as  a kind  of  a policy  tool-some  of  them  require  that  all  projects  submit  a green 
building  checklist  when  a project  comes  in  through  the  entitlement  process;  other  cities  are  requiring  a green  building 
consultation  so  they  have  assistance  in  reviewing  and  filling  out  the  green  point  checklist.  There  are  some  that  are 
now  including  green  building  in  their  staff  analysis,  so  in  addition  to  having  the  checklist  the  Planning  Commissions 
will  receive  a recommendation  from  staff  as  to  the  level  of  green  building  incorporated  into  a project.  Lastly,  some 
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are  including  the  green  building  checklist  in  the  project’s  conditions  of  approval.  These  are  all  strategies  that  are 
being  used  within  the  context  of  a voluntary  program  for  private  sector  projects. 

An  overview  of  the  different  policies  that  have  been  adopted  throughout  Alameda  County  was  given.  Most  of  the 
cities  within  Alameda  County  have  adopted  residential  guidelines  as  a basis  for  their  green  building  programs,  and 
many  cities  are  beginning  to  incorporate  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping.  In  addressing  the  residential  sector,  which  is 
primarily  private  sector  construction,  Alameda  County  wanted  to  target  mainstream  projects,  not  demonstration  or 
very  super  green  eco  homes.  They  wanted  to  find  the  project  types  that  are  most  prevalent  in  the  county  and  target 
their  policies  and  programs  towards  that  type  of  building.  Voluntary  strategies  have  been  emphasized  because  they 
have  found  that  building  industry  professionals  have  had  better  receptivity  to  the  programs  as  opposed  to  initially 
hearing  about  a mandate.  In  conjunction  with  member  cities,  there  are  a lot  of  opportunities  for  education  among  city 
staff,  elected  officials  and  building  professionals  within  the  county.  As  a result,  they  have  been  able  to  work  with  a 
number  of  professional  and  community  groups  in  implementing  green  building  and  that  is  part  of  the  success  of  the 
program  in  the  residential  sector. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  wildlife  friendly  planting  was  part  of  the  point  system.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that 
the  green  building  guidelines  incorporate  a basic  set  of  sustainable  landscaping  practices  so  it  covers  various  issues 
from  water  conservation  to  resource  conservation  in  that  appropriate  plantings  then  do  not  need  to  be  trimmed  or 
hedged  and  create  additional  waste  as  well  as  nurturing  the  soil  and  creating  biodiversity.  Their  agency  also  runs  a 
Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Program,  which  has  its  own  set  of  guidelines  and  evaluation  tools  for  landscapes,  which  is 
extensive  and  goes  into  much  more  detail  about  plant  selection  and  cultivating  soil  and  a number  of  other  principles. 

Vice-President  Wald  inquired  about  what  statistics  are  available  on  the  success  or  impact  of  the  program,  e.g.  how 
many  buildings  have  been  built  using  the  guidelines  and  what  if  any  environmental  benefits  have  been  obtained.  Ms. 
Kho  stated  that  their  agency  is  primarily  interested  in  reducing  waste  and  that  is  how  their  programs  are  evaluated. 
Although  it  cannot  be  tracked  one  for  one,  a reduction  has  been  seen  in  the  waste  stream  in  Alameda  County.  Some 
of  the  individual  cities  are  tracking  the  information,  but  it  has  been  difficult  to  track  until  recently  when  the 
GreenPoint  Rated  Program  became  available,  because  they  did  not  want  to  count  self-reporting  as  the  same  thing  as  a 
third-party  verified  project.  There  is  a big  difference  between  when  a builder  says  that  they  are  doing  it  on  his  or  her 
own  versus  one  that  has  been  third  party  verified. 

Commissioner  Martin  requested  copies  of  the  Bay  Friendly  Landscaping  Guidelines  and  stated  that  in  her  experience, 
very  small  spaces  can  use  the  attention  and  creative  ideas  as  a lot  can  be  done  with  very  small  spaces  and  it  makes  a 
big  difference. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Alameda  County’s  reasons  for  developing  different  types  of  guidelines  for 
construction  of  buildings  first  had  to  do  with  waste  issues  which  traditionally  green  building  includes.  Director 
Blumenfeld  asked  whether  the  guidelines  were  developed  because  LEED  was  not  effective  in  this  area  and  whether 
Alameda  County  is  committed  to  continuously  update  the  guidelines  and  how  the  process  works.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that 
initially  their  agency  attempted  to  promote  construction  and  demolition  recycling  exclusively  to  building 
professionals  and  found  that  they  were  not  getting  that  much  attention.  It  was  realized  that  green  building  was  a way 
to  reach  their  objectives  as  well  as  to  promote  a holistic  approach  to  building.  That  is  why  they  decided  to  promote 
green  building  and  not  just  construction  and  demolition  recycling.  When  they  were  starting  this  program  in  2000, 
LEED  was  really  not  established  as  the  national  standard  for  commercial  buildings.  They  learned  from  the  existing 
programs  and  borrowed  from  the  best  practices  that  were  existing  in  the  residential  sector.  At  that  time,  USGBC  was 
not  looking  at  residential  buildings  and  it  did  not  look  like  anything  was  coming  out  any  time  soon  and  found  that 
California  has  more  stringent  state  requirements  than  just  about  any  other  state  in  the  country. 

Ms.  Kho  stated  that  their  agency  is  committed  to  continuing  to  work  on  updates  to  the  guidelines,  which  they  now  do 
in  conjunction  with  Build  It  Green.  Until  the  point  the  state  government  decides  they  want  to  take  on  this  role,  they 
are  committed  to  continuing  to  maintain  the  guidelines  every  three  years  in  conjunction  with  the  Title  24  cycle. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  one  of  the  matrix  categories  included  that  in  some  cities  they  require  that  the 
guidelines  be  implemented  as  a condition  of  approval  at  which  point  they  cease  to  become  guidelines  and  become 
conditions  of  approval.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  what  the  experiences  are  of  those  counties  and  which  counties 
they  are.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  one  of  the  cities  is  Dublin.  What  they  have  done  is  they  require  that  all  projects  submit 
a GreenPoint  checklist  and  when  that  checklist  is  submitted,  it  is  considered  as  part  of  the  Conditions  of  Approval. 

The  Planning  Commission  will  look  to  what  is  on  that  checklist  as  to  what  they  expect  the  project  to  implement.  It  is 
up  to  the  Building  Department  to  monitor  and  verify  that  what  has  gone  in  the  checklist  has  been  implemented. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  checklist  is  required  to  be  submitted,  or  if  a passing  grade  on  the  checklist  is 
required.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  the  checklist  is  required  to  be  submitted  and  they  do  not  have  an  official  policy 
requiring  a particular  score,  but  project  applicants  are  told  that  the  Commission  prefers  to  see  projects  that  have  at 
least  50  points.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  is  possible  to  require  that  a checklist  be  used  in  order  to  educate 
people  on  what  they  could  be  doing.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  most  of  the  cities  just  require  that  the  checklist  be  filled  out 
as  an  educational  tool. 

Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  any  cities  have  considered  advancing  in  the  permit  queue  people  who  not  only  have 
completed  the  checklist  but  also  have  made  commitments  to  the  guidelines  or  other  standards.  Ms.  Kho  stated  that  a 
couple  of  cities  are  looking  into  it,  but  none  of  them  have  implemented  expedited  processing  for  green  projects  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Bruce  Mast  discussed  how  the  GreenPoint  Rated  program  works,  how  local  governments  are  leveraging  the  tools 
that  it  provides  for  their  policies  and  incentives,  and  how  cities  are  leveraging  the  resources  that  the  Green  Building 
Program  in  Alameda  County  has  developed  and  taken  statewide.  It  was  stated  that  most  of  the  programs  and  services 
Build  It  Green  offers  have  been  developed,  piloted,  and  incubated  in  Alameda  County  and  has  been  a successful 
collaboration. 

Mr.  Mast  described  Build  it  Green,  it’s  working  relationship  with  local  governments  and  introduced  the  GreenPoint 
Rated  program,  how  it  works,  why  it  exists,  and  how  it  interfaces  with  state  policies.  It  was  emphasized  that  it  is  a 
California  program  and  it  fits  with  state  policies.  A discussion  was  held  on  how  the  program  interfaces  with  LEED 
for  homes  and  how  it  is  a tool  for  quantifying  green  house  gas  emissions. 

Mr.  Mast  explained  that  Build  it  Green  is  a non-profit  organization  whose  roots  trace  back  eight  years  to  what  was 
then  called  the  Green  Resource  Center  founded  in  Berkeley  in  1999.  The  entire  mission  is  to  promote  green  buildings 
and  healthy  and  energy-efficient  building  practices  throughout  California.  The  focus  is  on  the  residential  sector 
because  the  U.S.  Green  Building  Council  has  been  so  successful  in  addressing  the  commercial  and  civic  arenas  it  was 
felt  that  there  was  a need  for  grassroots  training  and  education  directed  to  residential  building  professionals,  the 
associated  production  chain,  to  homebuyers  and  homeowners.  Tools  include  education  and  outreach.  Building 
professionals,  the  public,  and  local  government  turn  to  them  as  a trusted  source  of  information  that  they  know  is 
objective  and  unbiased. 

The  Strategic  Plan’s  goal  is  to  green  10,000  housing  units  by  the  end  of  2008,  in  which  four  objectives  have  been 
identified  to  succeed  in  this  goal.  The  fust  objective  focuses  on  the  public  sector,  working  with  local  governments  to 
develop  credible  green  building  policies  and  to  make  sure  that  there  are  consistencies  in  those  policies.  The  next  two 
objectives  focus  on  the  production  chain  on  the  private  sector,  training  building  professionals  so  they  know  how  to 
build  green  and  to  ensure  that  green  products  and  technologies  are  available  in  the  marketplace.  The  fourth  one  is 
stimulating  demand  for  green  building  by  educating  consumers  about  the  benefits  of  green  building  so  they  can  make 
informed  choices. 

Build  it  Green  works  with  more  than  70  local  governments  in  the  state  of  California  through  their  public  agency 
councils.  A Bay  Area  chapter  was  established  about  three  years  ago.  A second  chapter  was  launched  about  a year 
and  a half  ago  in  Southern  California  and  a third  is  scheduled  to  launch  in  the  Central  Valley.  Build  it  Green  also 
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works  directly  with  public  agencies  on  a case-by-case  basis  on  matters  such  as  policy  development,  education  and 
staff  training.  The  public  agency  council  provides  a forum  for  local  governments  to  meet  each  other,  share 
information,  establish  a common  agenda,  and  work  together. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  local  governments  are  taking  tangible  steps  to  promote  green  building  in  their  community.  Build 
it  Green  has  benchmarked  what  cities  and  counties  are  doing  to  develop  tangible  incentives  of  various  forms  that  are 
tied  to  green  building  guidelines  or  the  GreenPoint  Rated  results.  Incentives  may  include  fast  track  permitting,  direct 
financial  incentives,  technical  assistance,  and  discounts  or  fee  waivers  on  permit  fees. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  if  only  22  agencies  out  of  the  entire  state  of  approximately  500  local  government 
jurisdictions  are  participating.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  there  are  a number  of  other  local  governments  that  do  not  show 
up  in  the  survey,  but  these  were  the  cities  that  reported  offering  some  kind  of  tangible  benefit.  Other  cities  are  taking 
a different  approach  to  green  building,  e.g.  there  are  cities  that  are  putting  specific  green  building  language  in  the 
General  Plan  or  they  are  writing  an  ordinance  mandating  green  building  or  attaching  it  to  their  Conditions  of 
Approval.  There  are  different  strategies.  The  key  is  they  are  all  tying  in  these  policies  to  a common  definition  of 
green  so  no  matter  where  you  go  the  ground  rules  are  all  the  same. 

Mr.  Mast  introduced  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  whose  roots  trace  back  to  2000  when  Alameda  County  first 
developed  these  guidelines.  For  the  past  couple  of  years,  they  have  been  working  on  developing  verification  and 
training  protocols  for  green  point  raters.  This  last  September  they  launched  the  green  point  rated  consumer  label, 
which  was  launched  at  West  Coast  Green,  one  of  the  biggest  Green  Building  conferences  that  was  held  at  the  Bill 
Graham  Civic  Center  in  September.  It  was  stated  that  GreenPoint  Rated  is  a consumer  label  which  helps  consumers 
understand  the  benefits  of  green  building  and  making  informed  choices  and  decisions  in  the  home  market  place  and  is 
backed  up  by  an  independent  verification  process,  which  is  the  source  of  its  credibility.  It  is  a California  focused 
program  and  is  tied  to  California  regulations  and  to  our  climate.  It  is  advantageous  for  builders  because  it  helps  them 
differentiate  themselves  in  a soft  market.  As  a non-profit,  it  helps  them  answer  how  many  green  homes  are  out  there, 
as  well  as  helping  local  governments  with  the  same  question. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  22  municipalities  referenced  are  mostly  in  the  Bay  Area.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  the 
biggest  traction  is  mostly  in  the  Bay  Area  because  they  have  been  able  to  operate  now  for  about  six  years  with 
funding  from  PG&E  for  green  building  education  that  was  targeted  to  the  Bay  Area.  They  are  now  rapidly  getting 
new  traction  in  the  Central  Valley,  the  Los  Angeles  Basin,  and  in  Southern  California. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  GreenPoint  raters  are  the  foundation  of  this  program  and  make  it  work.  It  was  stated  that  raters 
are  required  to  have  prior  building  industry  and  green  building  experience  and  are  provided  with  a rigorous  training 
process  and  are  certified  by  Build  it  Green.  They  are  independent  building  contractors  who  do  not  work  with  Build  it 
Green  and  they  contract  with  their  clients  to  do  the  rating  services  and  submit  their  results  to  Build  it  Green,  who  then 
reviews  and  issues  a certificate  to  the  homeowner  or  builder.  The  basis  for  the  certificate  goes  back  to  the  checklist 
that  Ms.  Kho  discussed.  In  order  for  it  to  be  a green  home,  the  rater  needs  to  find  50  points  plus  specific  minimum 
point  thresholds  in  each  category.  The  ratings  reflect  practices  above  code  in  California. 

It  was  stated  that  the  label  was  launched  in  September  and  in  just  the  seven  months  since  then,  a couple  of  hundred 
units  have  completed  the  program  and  are  fully  certified.  It  was  estimated  that  there  are  a couple  of  thousand  units  in 
the  pipeline  throughout  various  areas  in  California.  The  focus  now  is  on  new  construction.  A set  of  rating  protocols 
is  being  developed  for  existing  homes  and  remodeled  projects.  Real  estate  professionals  see  it  as  an  essential  tool  to 
make  green  building  an  important  part  of  every  home  resale. 

Mr.  Mast  discussed  how  the  program  fits  in  with  state  policies  such  as  Title  24.  Title  24  is  the  State  Energy  Standard 
and  constitutes  what  is  an  acceptable  level  for  energy  performance  for  a new  building.  Build  it  Green  benchmarks 
their  energy  points  to  Title  24  as  the  Energy  Efficiency  Programs  do. 
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Additional  discussions  included: 

• How  the  program  serves  affordable  housing  through  funding; 

• Green  criteria  for  the  tax  credit  process; 

• Green  Measures  for  TCAC  Basis  Boost  and  how  TCAC  Measures  Earn  Green  Points; 

• GreenPoint  Rated  program  working  in  tandem  with  LEED.  The  key  difference  is  that  LEED  for  homes  is  a 
national  program  standard  and  award  to  the  greenest  of  the  green  builders.  GreenPoint  Rated  provides  a 
credible  and  acceptable  point  of  entry  for  a builder  that  needs  to  take  smaller  steps. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  Build  it  Green  is  taking  the  results  from  the  checklist  and  information  from  the  raters  and 
translating  that  into  kilowatt  hours  and  therms  saved,  gallons  of  water  and  green  house  gas  emissions  avoided.  This 
will  be  an  informational  resource  that  Build  it  Green  will  be  able  to  report  back  to  participating  cities  on  a routine 
basis. 

Mr.  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  for  further  discussion  on  Build  it  Green’s  connection  with  non-profit  networks.  Mr. 
Mast  stated  that  the  non-profit  networks  are  not  as  active  as  some  of  their  other  councils,  but  the  idea  is  to  work 
with  a broad  range  of  environmentally-oriented  non-profits  that  had  a mission  that  overlapped  in  some  fashion  with 
green  building  to  get  them  collaborating  on  a joint  vision  and  harness  their  communication  networks  to  send  the 
message  to  the  public. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  was  surprised  that  buildings  that  qualify  for  LEED  would  definitely  qualify  for 
the  GreenRated  Program  but  that  not  all  but  some  of  the  Green  Rated  Program  buildings  would  qualify  for  LEED. 
Mr.  Mast  stated  that  LEED  has  1 5 mandatory  requirements,  and  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  has  three. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  is  looking  at  different  categories.  Mr.  Mast  stated 
that  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  is  more  manageable  for  an  entry-level  builder.  Credit  would  be  given  for  items 
that  are  required  by  LEED,  but  are  not  mandatory  requirements. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  often  the  cost  to  administer  the  LEED  programs  makes  it  so  people  do  not 
participate  at  all.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  this  was  a statewide  program.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  it  is  a statewide 
program  and  they  have  no  ambitions  to  go  outside  of  California.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  the  cost  was  to 
administer  the  program  checklist  for  a sample  project.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  if  you  are  a builder  developing  a 30-unit 
multi  family  project,  the  estimate  from  raters  would  be  that  they  would  charge  that  builder  from  $120  to  SI 50  a unit 
for  the  units  in  that  development.  Build  it  Green  would  be  paid  $25  from  that  fee  to  cover  administrative  and 
certificate  processing  fees.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  was  significantly  less  than  participating  in  a LEED 
program. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  are  criteria  for  a company  to  become  a sponsor.  Mr.  Mast  stated  that  to  be  a 
sponsor  from  the  private  sector  you  have  to  demonstrate  that  if  you  are  a supplier,  you  have  a green  product  or  if 
you  are  a building  professional,  that  you  have  a green  commitment  and  are  trained  as  a green  building  professional. 
Local  governments  do  not  have  criteria.  PG&E  is  listed  because  they  are  a silver  sponsor  that  has  contributed 
$7500  to  help  market  their  energy  efficiency  programs.  Especially,  for  large  corporations,  when  Build  it  Green  puts 
out  their  sponsor  literature,  it  is  tied  to  that  green  product  that  they  are  offering. 

Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  participated  in  the  development  of  LEED, 
has  two  LEED  office  spaces,  one  LEED  building  and  is  trying  to  get  more.  Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  she  is 
worried  about  the  dilution  of  the  LEED  brand  with  programs  like  the  GreenPoint  Rated  Program  and  other  less 
credible  efforts.  Vice-President  Wald  asked  Mr.  Mast  to  explain  his  statement  that  this  program  is  good  for  people 
when  they  are  just  getting  started  and  to  describe  the  mechanism  by  which  people  who  are  participating  in  the  “just 
getting  started  program”  are  transferred  to  LEED. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  the  equivalency  tool  is  that  mechanism:  it  allows  projects  to  be  evaluated  as  to  how  close  they 
are  to  qualifying  for  LEED  and  is  part  of  the  raters’  professional  training  so  they  are  acting  as  a coach  and  mentor 
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with  the  builders  in  helping  them  make  each  project  progressively  greener.  When  raters  are  trained,  the  relationship 
with  LEED  is  explained  and  that  they  are  working  in  tandem  and  want  really  green  homes  to  be  LEED  for  homes. 
The  trainers  encourage  raters  to  attain  credentials  so  they  can  participate  in  the  LEED  for  Homes  program  so  the 
more  overlap  is,  the  easier  it  works  and  a relationship  is  also  developed  with  builders.  Candidates  are  being 
identified  as  candidates  that  are  ready  to  take  on  LEED,  but  for  those  that  are  not  ready  to  take  on  LEED,  there  is  a 
beginning  point. 

Mr.  Mast  stated  that  other  people  proliferating  could  be  a challenge  at  the  national  level.  He  has  seen  that  some 
people  are  using  the  language  that  LEED  is  not  good  enough  but  what  they  want  to  see  is  a watered  down  version  of 
LEED  that  has  the  status  quo.  Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  Mr.  Mast  would  be  prepared  to  criticize  other  efforts  in 
other  jurisdictions  that  look  like  they  were  trying  to  water  down  what  LEED  is  trying  to  do  or  that  are  not  as 
rigorous  as  what  Build  It  Green  is  trying  to  do.  Mr.  Mast  stated  there  are  different  requirements  for  green  building 
from  different  organizations,  e.g.  the  National  Association  of  Home  Builders  has  guidelines  that,  for  the  most  part, 
are  perfectly  fine  set  of  guidelines,  but  they  do  not  include  measures  on  indoor  air  quality  and  sustainably-harvested 
lumber  - at  least  partly  because  the  chemical  and  forestry  industries  have  helped  develop  that  program.  Also,  that 
program  does  not  include  third  party  verification  method — it  is  just  a checklist.  There  are  National  Association  of 
Home  Builders  programs  around  the  country,  which  are  green  building  programs  and  may  be  greener  than  what  is 
there  before,  but  is  not  what  Build  it  Green  is  doing. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Jake  Wagman,  Citizen’s  Housing,  local  non-profit  developer,  asked  if  there  are  different 
gradations  in  the  GreenPoint  Rated  System,  such  as  in  LEED  that  has  Gold,  Platinum  and  Silver.  Mr.  Mast  stated 
that  a point  value  is  used  with  the  minimum  point  threshold  at  50  points,  but  the  Certificate  shows  the  actual  point 
value.  They  just  had  a home  on  their  green  home  tour  that  scored  202  points,  which  is  the  highest  that  has  been 
seen  at  this  time.  When  combined  with  the  relationship  with  LEED  for  homes  and  when  the  builder  is  progressing 
and  transitioning  to  LEED  and  going  to  LEED  Silver,  Gold,  and  Platinum,  is  when  you  get  the  tiered  result. 

5.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION.  Summary  of  revised  Rodenticide  Policy  and  Resolution  approving  the  2007 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  (Explanatory  Documents:  (PDF)  2007  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/2007ReducedRiskPesticideList.pdf;  (PDF)  Pesticides  Changed  in  2007 
Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/PesticidesChangedin2007ReducedRiskPesticideList.pdf;  (Word)  Draft 
Resolution  File  No.  2007-03-COE  Approving  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  2007 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ResFile2007-03-CQEApprovedPesticideList.doc;  (Word)  Summary  of  Least 
Hazardous  Rodent  Management  Activities  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ProposalCOEMavQ7ver2.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 

Mr.  Chris  Geiger  stated  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  is  presented  to  the  Commission  annually  and  is  used  to 
restrict  which  products  are  used  on  all  City  lands.  It  was  explained  that  the  goal  of  the  Integrated  Pest  Management 
(IPM)  Program  is  to  reduce  the  use  of  hazardous  pesticides  on  City  lands  as  well  as  to  maintain  effective  pest 
management.  In  order  to  so,  a system  has  evolved  over  the  past  ten  years,  which  has  been  successful. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  when  the  IPM  Ordinance  was  passed  in  1996,  it  was  first  worded  as  a complete  ban  on  all 
pesticides  and  it  was  then  realized  that  it  was  not  advisable  or  possible  for  a lot  of  reasons.  The  word  pesticide 
includes  not  only  insecticides  but  includes  disinfectants  that  are  used  in  hospitals  and  a lot  of  other  chemicals  that 
needed  to  be  available  when  circumstances  dictated  so.  The  Ordinance  evolved  into  a system  of  exemptions  for 
particular  products. 

The  IPM  program  consists  of  a group  of  IPM  coordinators  from  seven  departments  in  the  City  and  other  interested 
parties  that  participate  in  a monthly  meeting  for  a problem-solving  session.  It  has  created  a corporate  culture  and  a 
shared  set  of  goals.  The  list  is  reviewed  every  year,  product  by  product,  to  see  what  is  really  needed,  what  hasn’t 
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worked,  what  is  too  hazardous,  and  alternatives  that  have  not  been  considered.  Once  that  process  has  been  completed, 
a public  hearing  is  scheduled  (that  was  held  in  January  of  this  year)  to  discuss  further  changes  and  then  it  is  brought  to 
the  Commission  for  approval. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  list  is  being  presented  later  than  usual  because  of  several  concerns  about  rat  baits  and 
rodenticides  and  its  effect  on  wildlife.  The  packet  includes  a Summary  of  Least  Hazardous  Rodent  Management 
Activities  for  San  Francisco  that  gives  a summary  of  experiences  on  rodent  management  in  the  program.  Highlights 
of  this  explanatory  document  were  presented  (see  the  link  above).  It  was  explained  that  there  are  no  significant 
changes  on  this  year’s  list  from  the  2006  list  except  for  the  rodenticide  limitations  and  the  addition  of  one  soap-based 
insecticide. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  anything  is  being  done  to  provide  incentives  or  encourage  the  creation  or  utilization  of  better 
alternatives  to  the  chemicals  that  are  currently  being  used.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  while  he  does  not  know  of  financial 
incentives,  there  is  the  shared  goal  of  reducing  hazards.  Because  of  the  incident  with  the  hawks  and  the  new  data  that 
is  available  on  the  rodenticide  products,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  putting  out  a modified  type  of  snap 
trap.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  is  in  various  conversations  about  garbage  cans  and  ways  to  reduce  habitat 
and  food  in  the  parks,  but  is  lacking  staff  and  money  to  make  it  happen  quickly.  Dr.  Geiger  recommended  installing 
garbage  cans  with  lids  that  rodents  and  birds  can’t  get  into,  increasing  outreach  and  enforcement  about  not  feeding 
wildlife,  and  then  using  mass  rodent  trapping  as  a method  of  last  resort. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  the  Department  is  in  communication  with  the  chemical  companies  letting  them  know  that  we 
are  not  able  to  use  these  chemicals  and  to  advise  them  that  if  they  were  able  to  identify  greener  alternatives,  they 
could  make  more  money  and  establish  a better  relationship.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  has  talked  to  a fair  number  of 
companies  on  the  telephone,  and  that  the  best  communication  has  been  through  comment  letters  to  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  on  pesticide  re-registrations,  which  have  been  accomplished  with  good  results  on  several 
chemicals  recently. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  appreciates  the  concern  with  not  killing  raptors  as  it  seems  extremely  likely 
that  rodenticide  was  the  cause  for  the  incidents  that  occurred  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  without  the  actual  proof  being 
established.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  appreciates  the  need  for  special  exemptions  for  sewers  and 
certain  commercial  establishments,  but  is  concerned  with  whether  or  not  there  should  be  more  stringent  requirements 
on  how  they  are  used,  e.g.  concern  was  expressed  with  the  use  of  single  feed  poisons  in  the  sewer  lines.  It  was  asked 
whether  the  rats  that  eat  the  poison  while  they  are  in  the  sewer  end  up  getting  processed  with  the  sewage  and  become 
part  of  the  biosolids  that  are  being  dealt  with.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  does  not  have  data  on  this  topic  and  explained 
the  baiting  process  indicating  that  it  is  not  easy  for  it  to  get  washed  away.  Non-toxic  baits  are  being  put  out  to 
monitor  the  areas  that  have  the  rats  so  they  can  come  back  and  put  the  toxic  product  in  if  necessary. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  rodenticide  would  be  a problem  for  aquatic  life  when  combined  sewage 
overflows  into  the  bay.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  to  his  knowledge  it  is  not  an  aquatic  hazard  but  is  not  sure  what 
happens  in  the  rat  and  will  report  back  with  additional  details  if  requested.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  she  would 
be  interested  in  PUC  guidelines.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  a rat  that  eats  poison  in  a commercial 
establishment  could  get  outside  before  it  dies  and  then  become  potential  prey  for  a raptor.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the 
behavioral  trait  that  they  use  to  sell  these  products,  which  is  presumed  to  be  true,  is  that  they  are  supposed  to  burrow 
in  some  place  hidden.  They  head  for  water  and  generally  try  to  leave  the  building,  which  is  a good  thing,  as  they  do 
not  get  stuck  between  the  walls.  According  to  contacts  in  the  industry,  they  did  not  feel  it  is  a significant  hazard  if  it 
is  adjacent  to  a building,  but  in  parks,  there  are  more  wide-open  spaces  and  more  of  a chance  for  exposure.  It  was 
explained  that  there  are  some  situations  when  the  Health  Department  closes  down  restaurants  because  of  an 
infestation  of  rats,  and  there  are  cases  where  trapping  won’t  work  in  a restaurant  depending  on  the  configuration  of 
the  building.  In  those  cases,  there  would  be  use  for  the  rat  bait. 
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Commissioner  Martin  recommended  encouraging  natural  predators  as  a means  for  pest  management.  Dr.  Geiger 
stated  that  no  one  has  been  able  to  quantify  how  well  this  would  work.  Work  has  been  done  with  bam  owls  and 
gophers.  PUC  is  getting  ready  to  install  nesting  boxes  near  one  of  its  dams  and  are  looking  for  students  to  help 
monitor  gopher  populations.  They  put  some  bam  owl  boxes  in  Golden  Gate  Park  a few  years  ago,  but  there  was  a 
problem  with  them  as  they  included  perches  on  the  boxes.  A bam  owl  box  should  not  include  a perch  as  it  allows 
crows  to  get  inside,  so  there  was  a design  problem  with  that  option.  Other  ideas  are  being  explored  to  encourage 
predatory  birds  in  the  park,  and  there  are  certainly  a lot  there. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  has  been  to  a water  treatment  plant  and  has  no  confidence  that  the  chemicals  in 
that  animal  or  outside  of  the  animal  would  be  treated.  It  is  not  something  that  the  water  treatment  plant  currently  is 
fielding  for  so  it  does  end  up  in  the  waterway,  and  if  it  is  a hazard  to  mammals,  it  is  a hazard  to  fish  life  as  well.  If 
not,  there  should  be  literature  on  the  topic.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  list  applies  to  citywide  or  city-owned 
property.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  City  is  allowed  to  regulate  pesticide  use  only  on  City-owned  lands  and  includes 
leased  lands  if  the  lease  was  signed  after  1996. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  there  could  be  things  that  can  be  done  to  buildings  that  are  under  construction 
that  will  make  it  more  rat  proof.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  is  trying  to  establish  more  pest  prevention  into  design 
guidelines.  It  was  stated  that  a meeting  was  just  held  on  that  subject  with  the  University  of  California  and  the  Pest 
Control  Industry.  Construction  sites  are  very  important  because  rodents  in  the  area  start  moving  around  and  create 
problems  for  adjacent  properties.  A lot  of  pressure  has  been  used  to  use  baits  under  those  situations. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  expressed  her  concern  that  we  would  be  moving  forward  with  more  reclaimed 
water  in  our  parks  and  in  the  environment  in  general  and  asked  how  the  poisons  would  be  handled  in  reclaimed  water. 
It  was  stated  that  since  there  is  no  way  to  remove  the  pharmaceuticals,  it  is  assumed  that  the  poisons  cannot  be 
removed  either.  Ms.  Wuerfel  indicated  that  there  will  be  a long  list  of  issues  that  the  PUC  has  to  deal  with  and  all  of 
us  have  to  think  about  because  as  we  interact  with  each  other  and  we  start  using  reclaimed  water,  we  will  be 
reclaiming  everything  that  goes  into  the  water. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  in  the  past  five  years  has  reduced  the 
amount  of  pesticide  used  in  absolute  terms  by  about  63%  and  has  reduced  all  of  the  most  toxic  chemicals  on  the  list 
completely.  The  Department’s  goal  and  mandate  is  to  reduce  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  toxic  materials  while 
balancing  other  needs  and  play  that  role  weighted  towards  the  environmental  benefits  of  other  methodologies. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  would  happen  if  the  Resolution  did  not  pass.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the 
current  list  cements  in  place  the  emergency  action  on  the  hawks  and  other  animals.  Vice-President  Wald  stated  that 
the  list  that  is  considered  for  adoption  is  more  protective  than  the  current  system. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-03-COE 
Approving  the  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  for  2007  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

6.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  The  Commission  will  discuss  and  consider  approving  proposed  grants  for  the 

Department  of  the  Environment’s  Environmental  Justice  Program  (Explanatory  Documents:  (Word)  Draft  Resolution 
File  No.  2007-04-COE  approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/FileR-2007-Q4-CQEApprovalEJGrants.doc  and  (Word)  Environmental 
Justice  Staff  Funding  Recommendations 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SF%20fundingrecommendationsforEJgrants2007.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager 
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Ms.  Eng  requested  approval  of  eight  new  Environmental  Justice  grants  as  reflected  in  the  Funding  Recommendations 
explanatory  document  above.  It  was  explained  that  the  Environmental  Justice  Program  staff  consists  of  Anne  Eng, 
Sraddha  Mehta  and  Raymond  Manion  who  perform  (a)  grant  management  services  by  providing  up  to  $500,000  in 
grant  funding  annually;  and  (b)  providing  direct  services  in  connection  with  special  projects,  focusing  on  food 
security,  energy,  and  diesel  pollution  issues.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  a few  months  ago,  a Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  was 
issued,  14  proposals  were  received,  and  eight  applicants  were  interviewed  and  evaluated.  The  evaluation  process  was 
amended  and  structured  based  on  the  City’s  Controller’s  Office  recommendations. 

Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  Department  had  two  grant  making  processes  that  were  integrated.  The 
Environmental  Justice  and  Recycling  Programs  issued  a joint  RFP  simultaneously.  There  was  overlap  in  the 
evaluation  panels  and  the  scoring  criteria.  The  grant  RFP  was  sent  to  the  contact  lists  of  both  grant  programs  and 
Department  staff  and  outside  evaluators  ranked  initial  proposals.  The  Department  met  with  the  Controller’s  Office  on 
the  process  who  signed  off  and  agreed  on  this  RFP  and  evaluation  process.  It  was  stated  that  the  grant  evaluation 
process  resulted  in  receipt  of  strong  proposals  and  ensured  more  transparency  and  coordination  between 
Environmental  Justice  and  Recycling  programs. 

Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  this  is  the  first  year  that  the  criteria  are  being  used.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that 
there  are  two  sets  of  criteria,  one  is  Recycling  Impound  related  and  the  other  is  Environmental  Justice  criteria 
developed  for  the  grant  funds  derived  from  a 1998  $13  million  settlement  serving  the  Bayview  and  Potrero 
neighborhoods.  Ms.  Eng  explained  that  in  earlier  funding  cycles,  Department  staff,  Commissioners,  and  community 
residents  participated  in  the  grant  evaluation  process.  This  funding  cycle  included  a more  structured  program  where 
only  one  Environmental  Justice  staff  person  was  on  the  review  panel  for  the  written  proposals  and  the  oral  interview 
process.  The  other  members  included  professional  grant  managers  from  the  Department  and  a member  of  the 
Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing  who  is  involved  in  low-income  issues.  The  panel  was  expanded  and  a benefit  was  seen. 

Ms.  Eng  explained  that  three  of  the  proposed  grant  awards  relate  to  solar  energy  that  include: 

• All  Hallows  Community  Center,  a senior  and  disabled  housing  complex  on  Oakdale  Avenue. 

• GRID  Alternatives,  which  provides  solar  installation  on  low-income  homes. 

• San  Francisco  Food  Bank  which  in  the  earlier  cycle  had  received  energy  efficiency  grant  funding  and  now 
has  come  back  to  develop  a solar  project  to  compliment  PG&E  funding. 

Four  of  the  projects  relate  to  community  gardens  or  food  systems  that  include: 

• Alemany  Resident  Management  Corporation,  which  basically  oversees  the  Alemany  Farm.  They  will  be 
linking  Bayview  residents  to  that  farm  and  selling  at  the  Bayview  Farmers  Market. 

• Community  Alliance  for  Family  Farmers  which  proposes  to  support  a Farmers  Collaborative  in  support  of  the 
Farmers  Market  and  to  bring  fresh  local  produce  to  Bayview  institutions. 

• Quesada  Gardens  Initiative,  a community  based  grass  roots  organization  that  has  developed  a community 
garden  and  wants  to  expand  into  food  production;  and 

• A school  garden  project  at  Willie  Brown  Jr.  School  in  the  Bayview. 

In  addition,  there  is  one  proposed  project  focusing  on  air  pollution: 

• Greenaction  for  Health  and  Environmental  Justice  proposes  to  reduce  diesel  emissions  by  doing  community 
policing  of  idling  trucks  and  helping  to  conduct  community  education  workshops  on  diesel  pollution. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  only  a select  number  of  agencies  received  the  RFP.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  the  RFP  is  not  targeted 
to  a select  group,  is  open,  posted  on  the  web  and  has  a wide  distribution  list.  Mr.  Heyman  asked  about  Literacy  for 
Environmental  Justice  and  ARC  Ecology  who  were  not  reflected  on  the  list  of  grantees.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  ARC 
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Ecology  did  not  submit  an  application  this  funding  cycle,  but  did  receive  funding  in  previous  cycles.  It  was  stated 
that  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  did  apply  for  funding  for  its  front  door  farms  program,  but  was  not  able  to 
submit  a written  proposal  that  received  a score  of  60  or  higher.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  the  Environmental  Justice 
Program  is  still  working  with  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  on  the  Living  Classroom  Project. 

Commissioner  Mok  asked  how  much  time  was  allocated  for  each  interview.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  each  interview  was 
about  45  - 50  minutes  and  that  a couple  of  days  were  spent  on  interviewing  and  scoring. 

Commissioner  Martin  acknowledged  the  Quesada  Gardens  project  and  asked  if  Plant*SF,  the  organization  that 
Commissioner  Martin  represents  was  listed  as  a co-sponsor  of  the  grant.  Ms.  Eng  stated  that  Renaissance  Parents  for 
Success  was  listed  as  a fiscal  sponsor. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-04-COE 
approving  Environmental  Justice  Grant  Awards  has  been  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

7.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  The  Commission  will  discuss  and  consider  approving  proposed  grants  for  the 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  Recycling  Program  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  No.  2007-05- 
COE  approving  Recycling  Grant  Awards  and  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ResFileR-2007-05-CQEApprovalZWGrants.doc  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ZWrecommendation2007-08tocommission.doc. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Kevin  Drew,  Recycling  Program  Coordinator 

Mr.  Drew  stated  that  the  Recyling  Program  engaged  in  an  extensive  evaluation  of  applications  and  discussed  the 
success  of  the  process.  It  was  stated  that  there  were  23  applications  totaling  about  2.1  million  dollars, and  17  were 
awarded  for  a total  of  $808,000.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  several  large  proposals  had  not  been  funded  and  that 
Recycling  Program  staff  will  work  with  the  applicants  to  refine  their  proposals  as  a part  of  a grant  development 
process.  The  17  projects  represent  about  7000  tons  of  diversion  with  over  50%  allocated  to  reuse  or  composting.  Mr. 
Drew  described  the  grant  awards  as  reflected  in  the  Funding  Recommendations  for  Grant  Awards  explanatory 
documents  above. 

Mr.  Heyman  encouraged  the  Department  to  consider  allocating  a small  portion  of  its  budget  to  colloborative 
proposals  earmarked  for  grant  requests  and  proposals  that  encompass  multiple  agencies  working  together  towards  that 
common  goal.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  people  are  welcome  to  bring  colloborative  projects  forward,  but  funding  has  not 
been  allocated  for  this  effort  at  this  time. 

Commissioner  Mok  asked  about  the  disposition  of  the  difference  between  the  2.1  million  dollars  and  the  $808,000 
that  was  actually  funded.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  the  $808,000  is  the  amount  that  is  in  the  budget  this  year  and  may 
be  different  next  year  depending  on  what  is  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Applicants  that  were  not  granted 
awards  this  year  are  able  to  reapply  next  year. 

Commissioner  Martin  confirmed  that  the  funding  amount  equals  approximatley  $1 15  per  ton  and  asked  if  the  rate  is 
consistent  with  what  has  been  seen  in  the  past.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  it  is  fairly  consistent,  but  it  goes  up  and  down 
depending  on  how  large  of  a scale  a project  there  is  from  one  year  to  another.  It  was  explained  that  it  has  been  in  the 
range  of  $100  a ton  for  the  last  number  of  years  and  there  have  been  years  where  it  has  been  lower. 

It  was  stated  that  It  is  about  $300  a ton  to  take  material  to  the  landfill,  and  slightly  less  than  that  to  take  it  to  the 
compost  facility  because  it  is  very  much  the  same  activity,  the  same  trucks,  the  same  distance.  You  don’t  have  to  pay 
to  throw  it  into  the  ground,  but  you  do  have  to  spend  money  to  process  it.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  it  is  in  the  high 
$200’s  range  and  recycling  is  about  the  same  because  the  equipment  and  cost  of  processing  is  substantial  even  though 
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some  of  it  is  offset  by  the  value  of  the  material  when  you  sell  it  and  it  is  recycled.  All  of  activities  are  less  expensive 
than  what  is  done  through  the  traditional  garbage  system  provided  by  Norcal. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  acknowledged  Department  staff  for  their  efforts  on  the  grant  process  and  is  pleased  that 
many  of  the  projects  are  focusing  more  on  reduce  and  reuse  rather  than  just  recycling  and  composting. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Mok  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-05-COE 
approving  Recycling  Grant  Awards  was  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-President  Wald, 
Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT : President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

8.  DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION:  Controller’s  Office  Proposed  Impound  Account  Guidelines  (Explanatory 
Document:  Use  of  Impound  Account  Funds  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/2007Use%20ofImpound%20Funds3.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Use  of  Impound  Account  Funds  document  was  created  in  2003  and  has  been 
updated  to  include  the  2006  Refuse  Rate  Process,  the  Controller’s  Performance  Evaluation,  the  Budget  Process,  and 
the  Strategic  Plan.  The  current  document  incorporates  specific  elements  of  the  Strategic  Plan  and  the  Controller’s 
Performance  Evaluation  recommendations  to  more  specifically  outline  the  types  of  projects  that  can  be  funded  by  the 
Impound  Account.  The  Department  has  received  a City  Attorney  opinion  on  the  use  of  Impound  Account  funds  for 
the  use  of  Environmental  Justice  projects.  In  addition  to  outlining  the  specific  programs  that  can  be  funded  by  the 
Impound  Account,  caps  have  been  put  on  the  percentage  of  the  Impound  Account  that  can  be  used  for  individual 
project  areas.  There  are  four  program  areas  that  are  funded  by  the  Impound  Account: 

• Zero  Waste  programs  that  include  reduction,  reuse  and  recycling,  and  composting  in  order  to  meet  the 
mandates  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
75%  goal  and  zero  waste  goal  by  2020.  There  are  no  limits  on  the  amount  of  Impound  Account  funding 
for  Zero  Waste  projects. 

• Toxics  Redution  programs  which  includes  hazardous  waste  collection  programs  and  all  other  programs  to 
help  keep  toxics  out  of  the  landfill.  The  limit  is  that  no  more  than  half  of  the  Impound  Account  can  be 
spent  on  Toxics  Reduction  programs. 

• Green  Building  programs  that  have  a direct  overlap  with  diverting  material  from  the  landfill  in  terms  of 
construction  and  demolition  debris  and  in  the  use  of  recycled  materials.  It  was  determined  that  only  green 
building  programs  that  relate  directly  to  preventing  waste  from  going  to  the  landfill  and  those  that  reduce 
toxic  materials  and  construction  can  be  paid  for  by  the  Impound  Account  with  no  more  than  10%  of  the 
Impound  Account  used  for  green  building  projects. 

• Environmental  Justice.  The  Impound  Account  can  only  be  used  to  fund  appropriate  impound  projects  that 
meet  the  guidelines  of  the  opinion  by  the  Deputy  City  Attorney,  and  no  more  than  10%  of  the  Impound 
Account  can  be  used  for  environmental  justice  projects. 

The  final  restriction  is  that  no  more  than  25%  can  be  used  for  administrative  expenditures.  Incorporated  into  the 
guidelines  are  the  Department’s  Strategic  Plan  and  elements  of  the  Five  Year  Plan  that  was  submitted  as  part  of  the 
Refuse  Rate  process. 

Mr.  Heyman  inquired  whether  100%  of  personnel  costs  are  included  in  the  Administration  allocation.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  explained  that  personnel  costs  that  are  reflecrted  in  the  administrative  part  of  the  budget  include 
rent,  administrative  staff,  computer  staff,  accounting  staff,  infrastructure,  and  Commission.  This  figure  Includes  all 
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costs  of  administering  programs  that  can  be  considered  administrative  or  program  related  as  they  are  similar.  Mr. 
Heyman  stated  that  if  a bookkeeper  is  working  on  bookkeeping  for  a program,  it  would  be  counted  as  a program- 
related  expense  or  at  least  that  portion  would  be  split  between  different  areas.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
type  of  expense  would  be  considered  an  administrative  expense  and  would  not  be  allocated  to  the  program. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  Action  22,  working  with  the  Mayor’s  Office  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
introduce  policies  regarding  bags,  food  service,  etc.  and  stressed  the  importance  of  including  product  labeling  so 
items  are  not  placed  in  the  wrong  bin.  Commissioner  Gravanis  corrected  the  word  “incentivizes”  as  not  being  a verb 
and  recommended  defining  the  term  eco-product  to  state  environmentally  sound  products  or  products  that  minimize 
harm  to  the  environment. 

Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  all  text  that  addresses  the  programmatic  goals  should  state  that  it  is  subject  to  change 
every  year  if  the  Strategic  Plan  changes.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  recommended  revising  the  document  to  state, 
“activities  funded  by  the  Impound  Account  for  Zero  Waste,  Toxics  Reduction,  Green  Building,  and  Environmental 
Justice  programs  include  but  are  not  limited  to  the  activities  in  the  Department’s  Strategic  Plan  which  will  be  updated 
annually.” 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  proposed  amendments  that  include: 

• Page  2,  Impound  Account  Summary.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  attended  the  rate  hearings  when  Deputy 
City  Attorney  Sandler  stated  that  the  1932  Ordinance  was  silent  on  the  Impound  Account  and  suggested 
removing  the  sentence  that  states  that  the  1 932  Ordinance  gives  authority  to  the  Impound  Account  that 
was  established  in  1978. 

• Page  2,  Impound  Account  Summary.  On  the  bullet  point  that  states  “Programs  related  to  green  building, 
pollution  prevention,  energy  conservation  and  environmental  justice  that  are  directed  towards  solid 
waste.”  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  two  terms  of  pollution  prevention  and  environmental  conservation 
were  specifically  included  in  the  City  Attorney’s  Opinion  in  2001  and  are  inconsistent  with  other 
statements  in  the  document  in  the  Administrative  Section.  The  City  Attorney  in  2001  stated  that  the 
money  for  the  refuse  rate  proceeds  should  be  used  for  programs  and  services  related  to  refuse  services  or 
solid  waste  management.  It  was  even  clarified  to  state  for  instance,  if  an  outreach  position  splits  time 
between  recycling  and  energy  efficiency  outreach,  the  refuse  rate  proceeds  could  be  used  to  fund  a 
portion  of  the  time,  referring  to  the  recycling  time  and  specifically  excluding  the  energy  efficiency  time. 
Ms.  Wuerfel  requested  that  this  point  be  deleted. 

• Page  4:  The  Environmental  Justice  Program  is  to  convert  refuse  and  recycling  vehicles  to  cleaner  fuel  has 
already  been  included  in  the  rates  and  is  not  appropriate  to  assign  that  job  to  Environmental  Justice  when 
it  is  being  paid  for  in  the  rates  directly. 

• Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  is  in  favor  of  setting  caps,  but  the  way  the  document  is  worded,  the  maximum 
percentage  of  Impound  Account  adds  up  to  195%.  What  should  be  stated  is  “maximum  percentages  of 
program  budgets  charged  to  the  account”  and  requested  a discussion  on  this  topic. 

• Clarify  the  25%  amount  charged  to  the  account  versus  the  amount  charged  to  overhead.  Is  the  25%  to 
include  all  of  FTE  based  overhead  or  is  in  addition  to  it  and  requested  discussion  on  the  amount  of 
overhead  to  be  charged. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  when  funding  is  received  from  the  Air  District  to  fund  Norcal,  the  Department 
spends  a lot  of  time  to  get  the  money  to  convert  Norcal’ s vehicles,  but  the  Air  District  grants  do  not  include 
administrative  overhead.  As  a result,  the  Department  is  doing  the  work  to  convert  Norcal’ s fleet,  but  does  not  have 
anywhere  to  bill  it  to. 
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Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  on  Ms.  Wuerfel’s  point  that  the  maximum  percentage  of  Impound  Account 
adds  up  to  195%,  that  you  cannot  go  over  100%  and  things  will  fluctuate  annually,  but  the  intent  is  to  protect  the 
Impound  Account  to  make  sure  that  you  don’t  disproportionately  spend  out  of  the  Impound  Account  for  any 
particular  area.  The  amount  adds  up  to  more  100%,  because  there  is  a fluctuation  from  year  to  year.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  clarified  that  overhead  expenses  are  included  in  administration. 

Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  if  the  100%  cap  in  Recycling  would  mean  that  in  any  given  year,  Recycling  will  receive  100% 
of  the  Impound  Account  and  noone  else  will  get  anything.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  budget  cannot 
go  over  100%,  but  the  Department  may  choose  to  prioritize  funding  for  Recycling  in  any  given  year  and  not  do 
anything  for  other  programs  as  a result.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  if  the  Commission  wanted  to  put  all  of  the 
Impound  Account  funds  towards  Recycling,  that  would  be  a legitimate  use  of  the  Impound  Account.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  explained  that  grant  or  other  funding  may  be  received  to  fund  projects  that  then  wouldn’t  need 
money  from  the  Impound  Account  as  a result.  It  was  stated  that  grants  had  been  received  for  Zero  Waste  projects 
so  not  all  funding  is  received  from  the  Impound  Account. 

Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  this  guideline  protects  the  Impound  Account  from  inappropriate  expenditures  by 
putting  in  caps  on  things  that  have  areas  that  could  fall  outside  of  the  Impound  Account.  The  Department  is 
committing  that  once  this  policy  is  in  place,  none  of  these  lines  will  be  exceeded. 

Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  the  Impound  Account  Guidelines  document  include  a date,  to  and  from,  and 
page  numbers. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  Impound  Account 
Guidelines  were  approved  with  amendments.  (AYES:  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis, 
Martin,  and  Mok;  ABSENT:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King). 

9.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Department  of  the  Environment’s  implementation  of  the  Controller’s  Office  Audit 
Report  Recommendations  (Explanatory  Document:  Controller’s  Office  Audit  Report  Recommendations  and 
Department  of  the  Environment’s  Implementation  Status  Report  (Excel) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/CQAuditRecommendationImplementation2007.xls  and  Memo  to  Supervisor 
Elsbemd  on  Implementation  of  Audit  Recommendations  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SupeElsberndAuditUpdateMay2007.doc) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  on  the  Controller’s  Office  Audit  Report  Recommendations  and  actions  taken  by 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  as  reflected  in  the  explanatory  document  above.  It  was  stated  that  the  report 
contained  21  recommendations.  Eleven  of  the  recommendations  were  related  specifically  to  grants  and  the  grant- 
making process.  At  this  time,  16  of  the  21  recommendations  are  either  implemented  or  in  process,  2 will  be 
implemented  before  the  end  of  June,  and  the  remaining  three  will  be  implemented  in  the  new  fiscal  year  as  they 
cannot  be  implemented  in  this  fiscal  year.  The  1 1 related  to  the  grant  process  relate  to  procedures  that  are  in  place 
and  are  reflected  in  a new  grants  procedure  manual. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  in  Recommendation  1 8 it  costs  $140,000  to  administer  the  program.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  you  include  all  of  the  costs  of  the  FTE  and  overhead,  it  could  cost  that  amount.  It  was 
indicated  that  the  Department  is  trying  to  streamline  the  process,  make  it  more  transparent,  and  use  existing  staff 
rather  than  hiring  a new  person.  By  reorganizing  and  reallocating  and  putting  new  procedures  in  place,  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  hire  a new  grants  coordinator. 

Mr.  Heyman  asked  to  specify  in  general  numbers  how  much  is  base  compensation  and  what  the  other  costs  are. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  overhead  costs  on  a per  FTE  basis  is  about  $48,000.  Benefit  costs  are  about  30- 
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35%  of  a person’s  salary.  The  salary  for  a 5640  level  employee  ranges  from  $50,000  to  $70,000,  another  30%  on 
benefits,  and  $48,000  on  all  overhead  costs.  Mr.  Heyman  asked  if  encouraging  collaborative  grant  proposals  would 
exist  in  the  context  of  this  document  or  other  policies  or  what  the  appropriate  mechanism  would  be  to  advance  that 
idea.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  incorporate  it  in  the  Grants  Procedures  Manual 
to  encourage  a set  aside  for  collaborative  projects.  Vice-President  Wald  stated  that  it  could  be  made  one  of  the 
criteria  to  give  extra  weight  to  collaborative  proposals.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  part  of  the  Procedures 
Manual  is  the  RFP  itself,  and  it  could  be  incorporated  by  giving  it  extra  weight  or  by  setting  aside  a certain 
percentage,  and  it  could  be  started  with  the  next  grant  cycle  in  the  next  few  months. 

10.  INFORMATION:  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Word) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/CommissionSecretarvReport(  1 i.doc 
Ms.  Rachel  Buerkle,  Acting  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

The  Commission  Secretary  Report  was  included  in  the  packet  (explanatory  document  above). 

1 1 . INFORMATION:  Operations  Committee  Report 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  April  1 8,  2007  and  review  the 
agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  July  18,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco-Center 
Conference  Room. 

A report  was  not  given  at  this  time  and  Draft  Minutes  from  the  April  1 8 meeting  were  referenced  for  review. 

12.  INFORMATION:  Policy  Committee  Report 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  Meeting  of  Monday,  May  14,  2007  and  will  review  the 
agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting -on  Monday,  June  11,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  three  speakers  addressed  the  problems  related  to  the  sale  of  bottled 
water  at  the  May  14  meeting  and  the  Committee  plans  to  continue  the  discussion  at  the  next  meeting. 

13.  INFORMATION:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 
give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Budget  would  be  heard  tomorrow  at  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  Office  at  1 1 :00  a.m.  as  Item  13  on  the  agenda.  It  was  stated  that  the  United  Nations 
employee  who  was  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Office  is  no  longer  in  the  office  on  a permanent  basis 
and  will  be  coming  in  temporarily  less  than  a day  a month  and  using  shared  space. 

14.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  There  were  no  President’s  announcements  at  this  time. 

15.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that 
the  black  bar  be  removed  from  the  letterhead  on  agendas. 
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1 6.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Department  has  had  a lot  of  volunteers  that  were  part  of  the  need  to  increase  the 
space  at  1 1 Grove  and  asked  how  many  people  would  be  housed  as  volunteers.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
there  are  about  1 2 active  volunteers  right  now  and  that  the  numbers  change.  It  was  reported  that  there  were 
approximately  100  people  working  on  the  Neighborhood  Outreach  campaign  in  the  Sunset,  so  it  can  vary  from  10  to 
100  depending  on  the  activity.  Ms.  Wuerfel  confirmed  that  100  people  would  not  actually  be  housed  at  the 
Department.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  are  part-time  volunteers  that  share  space  and  their  time 
overlaps,  and  that  there  are  approximately  four  spaces  that  are  used  on  a rotation  basis. 

1 7.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:59  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004;  or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)/sfsov. ors. 


Adopted:  July  24,  2007 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENdJ?OCUMENTS  DEPT. 
TUESDAY,  JULY  24,  2007, 5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416  JUL  1 9 2007 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  SAN  FRANCISCO 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Johanna  Wald  (Vice-President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  Angelo  King,  Jane  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Introduction  of  New  Commissioners. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  May  22,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes 
of  the  May  22,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfgov.org/sitg'sfenvironment  page.asp?id=6i786)  (Discussion 
and  Action). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  City  Government  Waste  Reduction  and  Recycling.  An  update  will  be  given  on  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance 
compliance  by  City  Departments  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Resource  Conservation 
Ordinance  — 2006  Annual  Report  (PDF)  htto://web  1 .sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/Resoui-ceConsOrd2006AnnualReDt.Ddfi . 

SPONSOR:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
SPEAKER:  Julia  Chang,  City  Recycling  Coordinator 

5.  Report  on  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  progress  and  presentation  of  San  Francisco  Approved 
Product  List.  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Progress  Report  on  San  Francisco's 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  (Word)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/uDioadedfiies/ReportPPO0724Q7VetC.doc , San  Francisco 
Approved  Product  Lists  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/sitefuploadedfiles/ AppendixBTargetedProductCategories.pdf).  and  Product  Category 
Scoresheet  (PDF)  http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/AppendixAscoresheetpdfi. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  City  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator 

6.  Solar  Mapping  Project.  The  Commission  will  hear  a presentation  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  mapping 

j of  existing  solar  projects  throughout  San  Francisco  and  an  estimate  of  solar  potential  on  every  rooftop  in  San 

Francisco  (Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program  Manager 


7.  Carbon  Credits.  The  Commission  will  hear  a presentation  on  the  Department’s  investigation  of  the  development  of 
San  Francisco  projects  appropriate  for  earning  carbon  credits  (Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blurnenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program  Manager 

8.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Annual  Retreat.  The  Commission  will  discuss  selection  of  dates,  location  and 
topics  for  their  Annual  Retreat  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Membership.  A discussion  will  be  held  on  increasing  the 
number  of  members  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  legal  requirements  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

SPONSOR:  President  Pelosi  Jr. 
SPEAKERS:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Catharine  Barnes,  Legal  Counsel 

10.  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Final  2007-08  Budget  Update  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Department  Final  Budget  July  11,  2007  (PDF) 

http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uplQadedfiles/DepartmentBudqet.pdf) 

SPONSOR  & SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

11.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/072407.doc. 

Ms.  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

12.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

1,1  Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  July  1 1 , 2007  and  review  the 
agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  October  17,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco- 
Center  Conference  Room. 

13.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Gravanis  will  highlight  the  meetings  of  Monday,  June  1 1 and  Monday,  July 
16,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  August  13,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be 
held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

14.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blurnenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 
give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

18.  Adjournment 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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The  next  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  September  25,  2007  at 
5:00  p.m.,  Room  416,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 

California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website  at 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  (4) 

upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 

Monica. Fish(a)sfsov.  orz  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of 

this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 

above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission 
meeting  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations 
Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and 
Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible 
services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial 
Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive 
to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical 
j sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY) 
for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use 
of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please 
! contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if 
j possible. 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils, 
and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that 
deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more 
information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail: 
sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the 
San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report 
lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness 
Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at 
www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the 
official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written 
comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by 
5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time 
may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the 
public. 

Posted:  July  19,  2007 
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Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  - 2006  Annual  Report 
San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


INTRODUCTION 

San  Francisco  made  recycling  history  again  in  2006.  New  statistics  document  that  San  Francisco  City 
departments  achieved  an  80  percent  landfill  diversion  rate,  reaching  beyond  our  adopted  goal  of  75 
percent  landfill  diversion  by  2010,  three  years  ahead  of  schedule.  We  are  clearly  well  on  our  way  to 
achieving  zero  waste  by  2020. 

Our  diversion  rate  far  exceeds  the  requirements  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Act  of 
1989  (AB  939),  which  directs  municipalities  to  divert  50  percent  of  their  waste  from  landfill.  AB  939 
was  enacted  in  an  effort  to  conserve  water,  energy  and  other  natural  resources,  to  protect  the 
environment,  and  to  save  landfill  space. 

In  order  to  help  the  City  meet  AB  939  requirements,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the  Resource 
Conservation  Ordinance  (RCO)  in  1992,  mandating  that  City  departments  reduce  their  waste.  The 
RCO  was  amended  in  2000  to  strengthen  its  objectives  of  conserving  landfill  space  and  natural 
resources,  lowering  City  disposal  costs,  and  purchasing  recycled  content  products. 

In  October  2006,  Mayor  Newsom  reaffirmed  the  City’s  commitment  to  resource  conservation  by 
issuing  Executive  Order  06-05,  directing  departments  to  achieve  eight  critical  goals  with  regard  to 
recycling  and  resource  conservation  including: 

• Upper  management  support  of  waste  diversion  goals  and  collaboration  with  the  Environment 
Department 

• Recycling  Coordinator  appointment  and  support 

• Double-sided  printing  and  copying  of  City  forms  and  documents 

• Reuse  of  office  equipment,  furniture,  and  supplies  through  the  Virtual  Warehouse  program 

• Purchase  of  products  with  recycled  content 

• Participation  in  the  City’s  food  scrap  composting  program  for  departments  with  food  service 

• Maximizing  recycling  at  events  and  venues 

• Recycling  construction  and  demolition  debris 

The  following  report  documents  the  types  and  quantities  of  materials  recycled  and  reused  at  City 
departments  in  2006,  and  their  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Resource  Conservation 
Ordinance. 
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WASTE  REDUCTION  AND  RECYCLING 
Materials  Reused  and  Recycled  in  2006 

Materials  used  by  City  departments  are  grouped  into  five  categories:  construction  and  demolition 
debris,  wastewater  sludge,  organics,  scrap  metal,  and  office  recyclables.  In  2006,  City  departments 
recycled  129,750  tons  of  construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  debris,  81,228  tons  of  wastewater  sludge, 
19,052  tons  of  organics,  2,414  tons  of  scrap  metal,  10,670  tons  of  office  recyclables,  and  100  tons  of 
office  equipment  (furniture,  computers,  and  electronics).  The  following  chart  depicts  the  proportion  of 
each  type  of  material  recycled. 


Materials  Recovered  in  2006 
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Construction  and  Demolition  Debris 

Construction  and  demolition  debris  is  generated  from  building  construction  and  renovations,  and  street 
and  water  line  repairs.  It  can  consist  of  such  materials  as  wood,  concrete,  asphalt,  brick,  tile,  dirt, 
metal,  and  salvaged  fixtures. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  is  responsible  for  street  and  sewer  repair  operations  that 
result  in  large  quantities  of  concrete  and  asphalt  debris.  DPW  reuses  and  recycles  this  debris.  In 
addition,  the  City  undertook  several  major  construction,  demolition,  and  renovation  projects  in  2006. 
Recreation  and  Parks  facilities,  the  Port  and  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  all  generated 
construction  or  demolition  debris. 

In  2006  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Ordinance,  now 
Chapter  14  of  the  Environment  Code,  which  provides  guidelines  for  the  both  public  and  private  sectors 
to  recycle  construction  and  demolition  waste  properly.  As  a result  of  the  Ordinance,  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  hired  a Construction  and  Demolition  Recycling  Assistant  to  assist  in  implementing 
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the  Ordinance.  The  Assistant  is  responsible  for  tracking  and  monitoring  construction  and  demolition 
recycling  for  City  Departments,  holding  construction  managers  and  haulers  accountable  for 
maximizing  recycling  from  City  construction  projects. 

In  2006,  City  departments  reused  or  recycled  approximately  129,750  tons  of  construction  and 
demolition  debris.  This  successful  program  captured  large  quantities  of  recyclable  materials  and 
significantly  increased  the  City  Government  diversion  rate. 

Wastewater  Sludge  and  Biosolids 

In  2006,  wastewater  sludge  and  biosolids  accounted  for  the  second  largest  category  of  material 
recovered  in  the  municipal  waste  stream.  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  controls  the  wastewater 
treatment  process  where  solids  and  contaminants  are  removed  from  wastewater,  both  run-off  and 
domestic.  The  by-products  are  clean  wastestream  (or  treated  effluent)  and  wastewater  sludge  (or 
biosolids),  both  suitable  for  discharge  or  reuse  back  into  the  environment.  The  sludge  is  always  tested 
after  the  process,  as  it  is  sometimes  inadvertently  contaminated  with  toxic  organic  and  inorganic 
compounds.  After  testing,  the  treated,  non-contaminated  sludge  is  reused  in  a variety  of  ways.  The 
sludge  is  either  used  for  application  on  agricultural  land,  as  a high  value  soil  amendment  for  turf,  as 
landfill  liner  construction,  is  composted  or  used  as  alternative  daily  cover  to  control  vectors,  fires, 
odors,  blowing  litter,  and  scavenging.  In  2006,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  reused  81,228  tons  of 
wastewater  sludge  and  biosolids. 

Organics 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  generate  the  bulk  of 
organic  materials,  including  brush,  grass,  trees,  and  manure.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
collects  organics  from  parks  throughout  the  City.  The  organics  are  taken  to  a central  City  location  for 
chipping  and  composting.  The  process  converts  the  material  to  mulch,  which  is  then  reapplied  to 
various  City  parks  for  landscaping.  Additionally,  grass  clippings  make  up  a significant  tonnage  of 
material  recycled  at  City  golf  courses. 

DPW  collects  tree  trimmings  and  brush  from  City  streets.  Tree  trimmings  were  chipped  and  stored  at 
the  DPW  Yard  at  Cesar  Chavez  and  reused  at  various  City  properties.  Additionally,  brush  is  hauled  to 
NorcaTs  Transfer  Station  and  recycled  as  organic  material. 

Additionally,  City  departments  have  the  opportunity  to  compost  their  food  scraps  through  Sunset 
Scavenger  Company  or  Golden  Gate  Disposal  & Recycling  Company.  These  collection  companies 
send  organics  to  Jepson  Prairie  Organics  in  Dixon,  where  the  material  is  converted  into  organic 
compost.  City  departments  that  participate  in  the  food  scrap  composting  collection  program  include 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  Environment  Department,  City  Hall,  San  Francisco  General  Hospital, 
the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  a few  Recreation  and  Park  sites.  A highlight  in  2006  was 
introducing  food  scrap  composting  collection  at  the  county  jails.  The  Sheriffs  Department  is  now 
composting  264  tons  of  food  scraps  and  compostable  paper  per  year. 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  used  the  City  Composting  resolution  as  a tool  to  encourage 
City  departments  with  food  service  operations  to  compost.  Progress  has  been  slow  because  initiating  a 
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food  scrap  composting  program  often  requires  the  purchase  of  compostable  foodservice  ware,  which 
can  be  cost-prohibitive.  Fortunately,  with  the  passage  of  the  Food  Service  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance 
in  2006,  all  City  departments  must  be  purchasing  compostable  or  recyclable  food  service  ware  by  June 
1st  2007.  This  should  facilitate  participation  in  the  City’s  composting  program. 

City  departments  recycled  or  composted  approximately  19,052  tons  of  organics  in  2006. 

Scrap  Metal 

City  departments  recycle  scrap  metal  in  the  form  of  excess  or  broken  equipment  containing  a 
significant  portion  of  metal.  City  departments  are  required  to  first  contact  Surplus  Disposal  staff  to 
determine  whether  the  equipment  can  be  redistributed  to  another  department  for  reuse,  then  sold  to  the 
public,  or  donated  to  nonprofits.  If  the  equipment  is  unable  to  be  reused,  the  department  may  recycle 
the  equipment  as  scrap  metal. 

Various  types  of  scrap  metal  are  recycled  together,  such  as  old  metal  desks,  metal  filing  cabinets, 
MUNI  rails,  brass  fixtures,  and  copper  pipes.  The  City  receives  revenue  from  the  scrap  metal  recycler. 
In  2006,  approximately  2,414  tons  of  scrap  metal  was  recycled  according  to  the  City’s  scrap  metal 
contract. 

Office  Recyclables 

Office  recyclables  include  paper,  cardboard,  bottles,  cans,  and  wood  pallets.  Overall,  10,670  tons  of 
office  recyclables  were  reused  or  recycled  by  City  departments  in  2006. 

Paper  makes  up  the  largest  component  of  office  recyclables  by  weight.  Mixed  paper  is  currently 
recycled  at  over  200  City  department  locations.  In  2006,  City  departments  recycled  8,852  tons  of 
mixed  paper  and  cardboard,  the  largest  tonnage  yet  recorded.  One  reason  for  this  increase  is  that  is  that 
shredded  paper  recycling  from  the  hospitals  was  not  included  in  past  year’s  data.  The  weight  of  mixed 
paper  recycled  at  City  departments  between  2002  and  2006  is  shown  in  the  graph  below. 

Mixed  Paper  and  Cardboard  Recycled 
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Most  City  departments  also  recycle  bottles  & cans.  The  Convention  Center,  Monster  Park,  and  the 
airport  generated  the  majority  of  bottles  and  cans  at  City  departments,  since  they  hold  large-scale 
public  events  that  involve  food  service.  City  departments  recycled  1,818  tons  of  bottles  and  cans. 

Larger  City  facilities  such  as  the  hospitals  and  the  airport  generated  a substantial  number  of  wood 
pallets.  In  2006,  City  departments  recycled  166  tons  of  wood  pallets. 

Some  City  departments  not  only  recognize  the  importance  of  recycling  office  materials  but  of  reducing 
waste  as  well.  By  reusing  office  supplies,  City  departments  can  help  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste 
produced.  In  2006,  the  City  finalized  a contract  for  Multi  Function  Devices  (MFDs  - machines  that 
copy,  print,  fax,  and  scan  all-in-one).  The  Department  of  the  Environment  worked  with  all  of  the  MFD 
vendors  to  ensure  that  the  machine  defaults  were  set  to  print  and  copy  double-sided.  Installations  of 
these  machines  ramped  up  at  the  end  of  2006.  This  achievement  is  expected  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
paper  consumed  by  City  Departments.  We  plan  to  track  paper  waste  reduction  through  paper 
purchasing  data  in  2007. 

Other  waste  reduction  measures  include  reusing  packaging  material,  purchasing  rechargeable  batteries, 
minimizing  the  use  of  forms  and  documents,  and  maximizing  correspondence  through  email.  Some  of 
our  most  creative  departments  worked  directly  with  vendors  to  reduce  packaging  material  or  collected 
leftover  food  from  events  to  donate  to  local  food  shelters. 

Office  Furniture,  Equipment  and  Supplies  - Virtual  Warehouse 

The  Virtual  Warehouse  is  an  online  exchange  system  for  surplus  items  among  City  departments. 
Overseen  by  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  Surplus  Disposal  Program,  the  Virtual 
Warehouse  serves  to  implement  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Chapter  21.03(i)  (Disposal  of 
Surplus)  and  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  Chapter  5 (Resource  Conservation  Ordinance). 

Once  a department  no  longer  has  a need  for  certain  items  such  as  desks,  filing  cabinets,  and  computers, 
Virtual  Warehouse  staff  makes  the  surplus  available  to  all  other  City  departments.  Departments  can 
select  surplus  items  and  post  wanted  items  wanted  on  the  Virtual  Warehouse  webpage.  Items  not 
taken  by  a City  department  are  donated  to  certified  501 C non-profit  organizations. 

In  2006,  there  were  over  800  transactions  on  the  Virtual  Warehouse.  Over  30  tons  of  material  was 
reissued  and  reused  among  City  departments,  with  a fair  market  value  of  over  $10,000.  Over  70  tons 
of  material  was  donated  for  reuse  or  recycling,  with  a value  of  over  $42,000. 

PROCUREMENT  OF  MATERIALS  WITH  RECYCLED  CONTENT  IN  2006 

The  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  (RCO)  requires  all  City  departments  to  maximize  the  purchase 
of  recycled  content  material.  The  RCO  further  designates  to  the  Director  of  the  Environment 
Department  as  the  authority  to  annually  review  and  to  raise,  but  not  lower,  the  minimum  post- 
consumer content  level.  Currently,  all  City  departments  purchase  paper  products  with  a minimum  of 
30%  post-consumer  recycled  content  including  copier  paper,  bond  paper,  and  paper  for  publications, 
forms,  letterhead,  promotional  materials,  advertisements,  business  cards,  and  more. 
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Environment  Department  staff  has  worked  directly  with  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  to 
ensure  that  supply  contracts  specify  the  minimum  post-consumer  content  level  mandated  by  the  RCO. 
These  include  contracts  for  paper,  janitorial  products,  and  office  supplies. 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  ORDINANCE  COMPLIANCE 

The  RCO  requires  that  each  City  department  complete  an  Annual  Recycling  Survey  to  report  on  the 
amount  of  recycling,  reuse,  and  procurement  of  products  with  recycled  content.  Some  City 
departments  occupy  multiple  locations,  such  as  Department  of  Public  Health,  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  and  the  Police  Department  and  are  therefore  required  to  complete  multiple  surveys. 

Ninety- four  percent  (94%)  of  departments  completed  the  2006  Annual  Recycling  Survey  for  at  least 
one  of  their  locations,  the  highest  compliance  rate  achieved  since  the  inception  of  the  Resource 
Conservation  Ordinance.  However,  only  eighty-five  percent  (85%)  of  City  department  locations 
submitted  an  annual  reporting  form. 

In  order  for  a recycling  program  to  be  successful,  it  is  necessary  to  designate  a Recycling  Coordinator 
for  each  City  department  location.  Twelve  percent  of  City  department  locations  currently  do  not  have 
an  assigned  Recycling  Coordinator;and  consequently,  there  were  no  Annual  Recycling  Surveys 
submitted  for  these  locations.  Notably,  of  the  188  locations  that  do  have  a designated  Recycling 
Coordinator,  only  four  did  not  submit  a report.  This  emphasizes  the  need  for  a Recycling  Coordinator 
to  be  assigned  to  each  location,  since  the  great  majority  of  Recycling  Coordinators  promptly  completed 
the  reporting  forms  to  the  best  of  their  ability. 

In  order  to  adequately  prepare  Recycling  Coordinators  for  their  duties,  workshops  and  trainings  in 
2006  were  held  for  73  Coordinators.  The  trainings  were  designed  to  meet  the  specific  needs  of 
Recycling  Coordinator’s  based  on  their  experience  level  and  operations.  The  focus  of  the  workshops 
was  to  provide  tools  for  Recycling  Coordinators  to  work  more  independently.  They  were  presented 
with  ways  to  encourage  their  colleagues  to  recycle  more,  strategies  for  reducing  waste  in  the  office, 
toxic  disposal  information,  and  basic  steps  to  achieving  a high  recycling  rate.  These  efforts  led  to 
some  impressive  achievements  from  many  Recycling  Coordinators. 

To  name  just  a few  Recycling  Coordinator  successes,  the  City  Hall  Recycling  Coordinator  initiated  a 
building- wide  recycling  education  program,  the  Entertainment  Commission  and  Treasure  Island 
Development  Authority  incorporated  recycling  requirements  into  their  permit  processes,  and  Animal 
Care  and  Control’s  Recycling  Coordinator  doubled  their  recycling  rate  by  implementing  collection 
programs  for  bottles,  cans  and  yard  trimmings. 

The  City  Government  Recycling  Program  also  makes  general  recycling  presentations  to  City 
employees  regularly.  In  fact,  in  2006,  over  600  City  employees  were  trained  on  the  requirements  of 
the  RCO,  recycling  procedures,  the  Virtual  Warehouse,  recycling  at  events,  environmental  principles, 
City  and  State  policy  and  waste  reduction. 
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The  following  table  lists  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  compliance  rate  at  City  departments  for 
2006. 


Department  Name 

Recycling  Coordinator  assigned  for 
all  locations? 

Report  turned  in  for  alt  locations? 

Academy  of  Sciences 

Adult  Probation 

Aqinq  and  Adult  Services 

X 

Animal  Care  and  Control 

X 

X 

Arts  Commission 

X 

Asian  Art  Museum 

X 

X 

Assessor/Recorder 

X 

Board  of  Appeals 

Board  of  Supervisors 

X 

X 

Buildinq  Inspection 

X 

X 

Children,  Youth  and  Their  Families 

X 

X 

Child  Support  Services 

X 

X 

City  Attorney’s  Office 

X 

X 

Civil  Service  Commission 

X 

X 

Controller 

X 

X 

District  Attorney 

X 

X 

Elections 

X 

X 

Emerqency  Communications 

Employee  Retirement  System 

X 

X 

Environment 

X 

X 

Ethics 

X 

X 

Fire  Department 

X 

X 

Film  and  Video  Arts  Commission 

X 

X 

General  Services  Agency 

X 

X 

Human  Resources 

X 

X 

Human  Riqhts  Commission 

X 

X 

Human  Services 

X 

X 

Juvenile  Probation 

X 

X 

Library 

X 

X 

Mayor's  Office 

X 

X 

Municipal  Transportation  Aqency 

X 

X 

Office  of  Contract  Administration 

Planninq 

X 

X 

Police 

X 

X 

Port 

X 

X 

Public  Defender 

X 

X 

Public  Finance  and  Business  Affairs 

X 

X 

Public  Health 

X 

X 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

X 

X 

Public  Works 

X 

X 

Recreation  & Parks 

X 

X 

Rent  Arbitration  Board 

X 

X 

SF  International  Airport 

X 

X 

Sheriffs  Department 

X 

X 

Status  of  Women 

X 

Taxi  Commission 

X 

X 

Telecommunications  and  Information  Services 

X 

X 

Treasurer/Tax  Collector 

X 

X 

War  Memorial  & Performing  Arts  Center 

X 

X 
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METHODS  OF  DATA  COLLECTION 


The  Annual  Survey  Reports  were  not  the  only  source  of  information  collected  on  City  department 
recycling.  Norcal  Waste  Systems  (the  parent  company  of  the  haulers  of  all  of  the  trash  and  most  of  the 
recyclable  materials  generated  at  City  departments)  provided  information  on  the  monthly  recycling 
service  at  all  City  department  locations.  Construction,  demolition,  and  organics  recycling  data  were 
obtained  directly  from  Norcal  Waste  Systems,  contractors  of  City  construction  projects,  and  key  City 
personnel  involved  in  large-scale  reuse  and  recycling  projects.  The  Administrative  Services  provided 
the  figures  on  the  quantity  of  scrap  metal  data  recycled  and  the  PUC  provided  sludge  data. 

It  should  be  noted  that  several  City  departments  are  located  in  privately  owned  and  managed  buildings. 
At  these  locations,  City  departments  may  share  trash  service  with  other  private  tenants.  Quantifying 
waste  generation  for  a single  tenant  in  a shared  trash  collection  system  is  challenging,  and  the  accuracy 
of  the  data  is  questionable.  Therefore,  some  recycling  data  from  privately  owned  and  City  occupied 
buildings  was  excluded. 

MAJOR  ACHIEVEMENTS  OF  2006 

Overall,  San  Francisco  municipal  government  made  significant  progress  in  2006.  The  Environment 
Department  hired  HDR  consultants  to  perform  a diversion  study  of  City  government  waste.  The  study 
showed  that  City  government  recycles  and  reuses  80  percent  of  the  waste  we  generate.  This  is  an 
incredible  accomplishment  given  that  the  City  as  a whole  has  a rate  of  69  percent.  The  City  diversion 
rate  is  bolstered  by  a high  recovery  rate  from  construction  and  demolition  waste  and  sludge.  We  were 
also  were  able  to  calculate  the  office  recycling  rate  which  has  greatly  increased  and  is  at  about  50 
percent,  which  is  ahead  of  the  commercial  sector. 

One  tool  that  helped  us  make  large  strides  towards  zero  waste  was  the  Mayor’s  Directive  on  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recycling.  The  directive  helped  initiate  critical  relationships  with  upper 
management  and  increased  City  department  commitment  to  recycling. 

One  of  the  most  significant  achievements  of  2006  was  the  initiation  of  recycling  working  groups  at  San 
Francisco  General  Hospital,  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  and  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department.  For 
large,  complex  institutions  such  as  the  hospitals  and  parks,  it  became  clear  that  one  Recycling 
Coordinator  was  not  sufficient  to  manage  all  of  the  complicated  tasks  involved  in  initiating  and 
improving  recycling  programs.  These  working  groups  include  representatives  from  all  sectors 
involved  in  handling  and  making  decisions  on  waste,  and  now  meet  monthly  to  discuss  recycling 
progress  and  delegate  tasks.  Since  the  launch  of  the  recycling  working  groups,  SF  General  has 
initiated  a bottle  and  can  recycling  program,  Laguna  Honda  has  expanded  its  office  and  kitchen 
recycling  program,  and  Recreation  and  Parks  has  public  recycling  containers  at  over  20  park  sites. 

The  Hall  of  Justice  was  no  stranger  to  recycling  and  composting  success.  After  nearly  five  years  of 
collaboration,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Sheriffs  Department  began  a food  scrap 
composting  program  in  the  jails  and  an  expanded  paper,  bottle  and  can  recycling  program  throughout 
the  building.  Overall,  this  building  that  generates  1050  tons  of  waste  annually  - the  3rd  largest 
generator  in  the  City  - increased  its  recycling  and  composting  rate  from  20  percent  to  an  impressive  47 


percent.  The  significant  progress  made  at  the  Hall  of  Justice,  Recreation  and  Parks  and  the  Hospitals  is 
expected  to  continue — and  since  they  generate  a large  portion  of  the  City  Government  waste,  their 
success  will  be  critical  to  achieving  zero  waste  by  2020. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  FUTURE  ACTIONS 

While  it  is  clear  that  municipal  government  is  making  noteworthy  progress,  the  potential  for  further 
waste  reduction  and  recycling  at  City  departments  is  still  great.  Some  of  our  goals  for  improving 
existing  programs  and  implement  waste  reduction  measures  are  explained  below. 

SF  Stat  is  a new  process  that  collects  departmental  performance  data  for  various  measures,  including 
recycling  and  reuse,  and  reports  this  data  to  the  Mayor,  the  SF  Stat  panel,  and  the  public.  At  the  end  of 
2006,  the  Environment  Department  reported  on  the  top  1 5 City  waste  generators  including  their  annual 
trash,  recycling  and  composting  tonnage  as  well  as  their  diversion  rate.  Since  the  Environment 
Department  will  be  reporting  waste  and  recycling  information  quarterly,  SF  Stat  will  be  a valuable  tool 
that  will  track  progress  and  help  drive  departments  to  improve  their  diversion  rate.  In  2007,  we  expect 
to  use  SF  Stat  to  ensure  that  the  top  waste  generators  are  doing  everything  they  can  to  maximize 
recycling  and  reuse. 

Also  in  2007,  SF  Environment  plans  to  enforce  new  City  legislation  that  is  intended  to  drive  recycling 
and  composting.  On  June  1st,  2007  the  Food  Service  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance  will  take  effect, 
which  will  prohibit  the  use  of  polystyrene  foam  food  service  ware  and  require  the  purchase  of 
compostable  or  recyclable  products.  We  are  currently  working  with  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  and  San 
Francisco  General  Hospital  to  plan  for  composting  programs  in  their  cafeteria  and  nutrition  services 
programs.  The  use  of  compostable  food  service  ware  such  as  paper  plates  and  compostable  plastic 
utensils  will  facilitate  departmental  participation  in  the  food  scrap  collection  program. 

Construction  and  demolition  recycling  at  City  departments  is  also  an  opportunity  for  improvement. 

The  City  Government  Recycling  Program  and  the  Construction  and  Demolition  Assistant  from  the 
Environment  Department  plan  to  conduct  trainings  for  City  department  construction  managers  to  teach 
them  how  to  properly  recycle  and  manage  their  contractor’s  construction  and  demolition  waste. 

Events  and  commercial  businesses  operating  on  City  property  are  also  a target  group.  We  plan  to  work 
with  the  Recreation  and  Parks  department,  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority,  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic,  Port,  and  Property  Management  to  leverage  their  ability  to  enforce  recycling 
requirements  on  City  owned  property.  We  plan  to  insert  recycling  requirements  into  their  event  permit 
processes  and  leases  and  educate  permitees  about  recycling  requirements. 

The  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance,  City  Composting  Resolution,  and  the  Mayor’s  Directive  on 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recycling  should  continue  to  be  used  as  tools  to  encourage  waste 
reduction  and  recycling.  By  holding  City  department  directors  accountable  to  the  RCO  requirements, 
building  the  capacity  of  Recycling  Coordinators,  and  promoting  a resource  conservation  ethic  among 
City  employees,  the  City  Government  Recycling  Program  hopes  to  further  the  objectives  of  the  RCO 
and  achieve  zero  waste  by  2020. 
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Review  on  Implementation  of  San  Francisco’s 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  July  2005  - July,  2007 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
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Prepared  by  Chris  Geiger,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
July  24,  2007 


I.  Introduction 

A.  Executive  Summary 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE)  and  the  Office  of  Contract 
Administration  (OCA)  have  taken  lead  roles  in  implementing  the  City’s  Precautionary  Purchasing 
Ordinance.  Since  the  ordinance  was  passed  in  2005,  SFE  has  worked  to  institute  environmentally 
preferable  specifications  for  13  product  types  in  10  citywide  commodities  contracts.  These 
specifications  aim  for  reductions  in  human  and  aquatic  toxicity,  reduction  in  air  pollution,  increased 
energy  efficiency,  increase  recycled  content,  increased  recyclability,  and  many  other  goals.  Some 
City  contracts  with  established  environmental  specifications  have  shown  great  progress  in  shaping 
City  purchasing  patterns;  for  example,  the  City  lamps  contract  has  increased  City  purchases  of 
certain  low-mercury  lamps  from  3%  to  100%,  and  44%  of  City  vehicles  now  use  biodiesel  fuel 
blends.  Newer  contracts,  such  as  janitorial  cleaners  and  papers,  will  require  additional  time  and 
considerable  outreach  to  succeed.  SFE  conducted  a public  prioritization  process  on  its  green 
purchasing  efforts,  resulting  in  a scorecard  approach  for  ranking  potential  environmental  impacts  of 
various  contracts  (Appendix  A)  and  the  2006  list  of  Targeted  Product  Categories  (Appendix  B). 

SFE  and  OCA  staff  processed  approximately  53  waiver  requests  for  two  product  types: 
Rechargeable  batteries  and  remanufactured  toner  cartridges.  As  a result  of  lessons  learned  from  this 
waiver  process,  the  SFE  green  purchasing  program  will  use  waivers  sparingly  in  its  programs  and 
emphasize  vendor  cooperation,  enhanced  monitoring  of  purchases,  and  end-user  buy-in.  SFE  has 
now  developed  “SF  Approved  Product  Lists”  for  seven  product  categories,  and  has  established 
regular  end  user  group  meetings  for  four  of  these.  SFE  staff  also  sit  on  the  steering  committee  for 
the  national  Responsible  Purchasing  Network,  and  have  hosted  several  meetings  aimed  at 
increasing  interagency  cooperation  on  green  purchasing.  Future  activities  include  work  on  at  least 
two  new  contract  areas — computers  and  food — plus  continued  work  on  improving  existing 
specifications  and  buy-in. 


B.  Mandate 

The  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  (SF  Environment  Code  Chapter  2)  establishes  goals  and 
procedures  for  environmentally  preferable  purchasing  (green  purchasing)  by  City  departments. 
This  ordinance  was  groundbreaking  in  its  application  of  the  Precautionary  Principle  (Environment 
Code,  Chapter  1),  and  in  its  mandate  that  purchasers  for  the  city  may  only  buy  commodities  from 
"approved  alternative  product  lists"  for  certain  products. 

The  City  & County  of  San  Francisco  did  not  begin  its  green  purchasing  efforts  with  the  2005 
Ordinance.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  been  informally  inserting  environmental 
specifications  into  citywide  term  contracts  for  over  ten  years,  especially  related  to  recycled  content 
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of  products.  The  2005  Ordinance  succeeded  the  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing  Ordinance 
(passed  in  1999),  which  established  an  ambitious,  three-year  pilot  program  in  the  City.  The  pilot 
program  researched  chemical  products  purchased  by  the  City,  prioritized  the  products  based  on 
potential  environmental  or  health  risks  and  sales  volume,  identified  alternative  products,  and  field 
tested  the  alternative  products  with  City  staff.  It  concluded  that  environmentally  preferable 
products  were  available  for  13  of  the  14  product  types  identified,  that  83  % of  preferable  products 
tested  met  the  majority  of  City  staff  performance  requirements,  and  that  a citywide  green 
purchasing  program  was  feasible. 

The  2005  Ordinance  mandates  an  annual  review  and  report  on  its  implementation  not  later  than  24 
months  after  the  effective  date  of  the  ordinance  (July  17,  2005),  with  annual  reports  thereafter  in 
February.  This  report  is  submitted  in  fulfillment  of  that  requirement. 

Specifically,  Section  203(g)  requires: 

(i)  an  evaluation  of  the  progress  in  meeting  the  goals  in  Section  201 ; 

(ii)  the  status  and  effectiveness  of  current  efforts  by  City  departments  to  implement  this  Chapter 
and  additional  specific  actions,  including  legislation,  needed  to  effectively  implement  this 
Chapter; 

(iii)  a summary  of  the  annual  reports  submitted  by  City  departments  pursuant  to  section  205(b) 
and  a list  of  waivers  granted  by  the  Purchaser  during  the  previous  period  organized  by 
department. 

(iv)  an  update  on  the  extent  and  efficacy  of  training  programs  for  users  and  purchasers  of 
Targeted  Products; 

(v)  a workplan  for  the  next  reporting  period  with  specific  goals,  actions  and  timelines  necessary 
to  implement  this  Chapter;  and 

(vi)  The  annual  report  required  by  this  section  shall  include  a recommendation  by  the  Director, 
after  consultation  with  City  Departments  and  the  public,  on  how  to  expand  this  Chapter  to 
City  contractors. 

C.  Report  Scope 

In  its  description  of  program  activities,  this  report  covers  the  time  period  from  the  effective  date  of 
the  ordinance  (July  17,  2005)  until  July  1,  2007.  In  its  review  of  sales  data,  this  report  covers  the 
time  period  through  December  31,  2006  for  most  commodities.  As  explained  below,  most  of  these 
data  are  provided  as  baselines,  for  tracking  the  City’s  progress  in  future  years. 


II.  Activities  and  Accomplishments 

1)  Consolidated  existing  City  ordinance  requirements  relating  to  environmentally  preferable 
purchasing  as  a regulation  (05-01 -PPO),  as  required  by  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance 
(Environment  Code  Chapter  2).  The  regulation  was  adopted  on  July  18,  2005.  All  future  approved 
alternative  product  lists  and  product  specifications  will  similarly  be  adopted  as  regulations.  See: 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/ 1 _regulationsfe050 1 ppo.pdf 

2)  Developed  Public  Participation  Guidelines  as  a regulation  (05-02-PPO),  as  required  by 
Environment  Code  Chapter  2,  Section  203(a).  Development  of  these  guidelines  involved  meetings 
and  consultations  with  the  public.  The  regulation  was  adopted  on  September  20,  2005.  See: 
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http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/l_regulationsfe0501ppo.pdf 

3)  Identified  targeted  product  categories.  Under  the  public  process  required  by  the  ordinance 
(Section  203(b)),  we  reviewed  City  purchases  and  determined  a set  of  ten  Targeted  Product 
Categories  (see  Appendix  B).  These  are  the  broad  categories  of  products  that  the  City  considers  to 
be  its  highest  priority  for  implementing  environmentally  friendly  purchasing  specifications.  For 
targeted  products,  approved  alternatives  product  lists  can  be  adopted.  In  developing  the  Targeted 
Products  list,  we  held  three  public  meetings,  developed  environmental  & health  criteria  for 
comparing  product  categories,  and  developed  a score  sheet  tool. 

4)  Developed  contracts  and  specifications.  During  the  period  July  17,  2005  - July  1,  2007,  the 
Green  Purchasing  Program  worked  on  1 3 product  types  in  9 Citywide  commodities  contracts,  with 
six  of  those  contracts  being  awarded.  Out  of  the  ten  “targeted  product  categories”  identified  during 
a series  of  public  meetings,  SFE  has  worked  on  six. 

SFE  worked  on  the  following  contracts  during  this  period.  A detailed  summary  of  these  contracts  is 
presented  in  the  next  section. 

1 . *Batteries 

2.  *Disposable  food  service  ware 

3.  * Janitorial  cleaning  products 

4.  * Janitorial  papers 

5.  * Lamps  and  ballasts 

6.  Multifunction  printing  devices 

7.  *Office  papers 

8.  Biodiesel  fuels 

9.  Computer  equipment 

10.  Food 

1 1 . Janitorial  supplies 

12.  *Pesticides 

13.  Toner  cartridges  for  laser  printers 

* Approved  list  developed 

5)  Regional  and  National  Leadership.  SFE  organized  three  major  regional  meetings  on 
environmentally  preferable  purchasing  in  2005.  One  of  these  was  an  innovative  “world  cafe” 
interactive  event,  organized  as  part  of  the  UN  World  Environment  Day  agenda.  SFE  staff  serve  on 
the  steering  committee  of  the  new  Responsible  Purchasing  Network,  a project  aimed  at  leveraging 
the  resources  of  green  purchasing  programs  nationwide.  In  addition,  SFE  staff  have  made  numerous 
presentations  on  green  purchasing  throughout  the  Bay  Area,  and  led  a training  on  the  subject  at  the 
Western  Regional  Pollution  Prevention  Conference  in  2005. 
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6)  Progress  in  Meeting  Goals  of  the  Ordinance 


Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  Goals  Addressed  by  San  Francisco's  Green  Purchasing  Activities 


Goals  from  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  Section  201 

Batteries 

| Computer  equipment  ^ | 

en 

"O 

o 

o 

IL 

Lamps  and  ballasts  = | 

Biodiesel  fuels  ^ | 

Compostable  food  service  ware  5‘| 

Janitorial  cleaning  products  1=  j 

Janitorial  papers  ro'| 

Janitorial  supplies 

Multifunction  printing  devices  -o  | 

Office  papers  <2  | 

Pesticides  w | 

Toner  cartridges  j 

Reduce  occupational  health  hazards  for  City  staff  as  well  as  reduce 
exposure  of  City  residents  and  visitors  to  potentially  toxic  chemicals  by 
purchasing  products  for  use  in  City  operations  that  do  not  harm  human 
health  or  the  environment; 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Reduce  San  Francisco's  contribution  to  global  climate  change  by 
purchasing  products  that  lead  to  a reduction  in  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  from  Commodities; 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Improve  the  air  quality  for  San  Francisco  residents  and  visitors  by 
purchasing  vehicles  and  motorized  equipment  that  minimize  emissions 
of  air  pollutants; 

X 

X 

X 

Protect  the  quality  of  San  Francisco's  ground  and  surface  waters  by 
eliminating  the  use  of  chemicals  known  to  contaminate  local  water 
resources  through  toxicity,  bioaccumulation  or  persistence;  and 

X 

X 

X 

Preserve  resources  locally  and  globally  through  purchasing  practices 
that  include: 

-Maximizing  water  and  energy  efficiency  and  favoring  renewable 
energy  sources; 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-Maximizing  post  consumer  recycled  content  and  readily  recyclable 
or  compostable  materials; 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

x 

-Favoring  long-term  use  through  product  durability,  repairability, 
and  refuse;  and 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

-Considering  life  cycle  economics  of  a product  that  includes 
manufacture,  transportation,  use  and  disposal. 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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III.  Contracts  and  Specifications 

The  summaries  on  the  following  pages  describe  in  more  detail  the  environmental  objectives, 
technical  specifications,  and  other  details  of  the  citywide  commodity  contracts  pursued  by  SFE’s 
Green  Purchasing  Program. 


San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Batteries  Purchasing  Summary 

CONTRACTS:  Office  supplies  #96703  1 1/1/04  -7/25/07  (proposed  for  extension) 

Electr  materials/supplies  #77520  3/1/04-2/28/08 

PURCHASER:  Various  SFE  LEAD:  Deanna  Simon 


ENVIRONMENTAL  GOALS: 

Resource  use  reduction  through  the  use  of  re-usable  supplies  (ie:  rechargeable  batteries)  to  replace  the  use 
of  disposable  supplies  (ie:  single-use  alkaline  batteries)  wherever  possible.  Reduction  of  volume  of 
hazardous  waste  produced  by  the  City. 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

Ensure  high-quality  rechargeable  batteries  are  used  where  appropriate  in  office  and  field  settings. 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

Technical  specifications:  City  Departments  are  directed  to  purchase  rechargeable  nickel-metal-hydride 
(Ni-MH)  batteries  from  specified  vendors  selling  batteries  made  from  major  manufacturers  for 
appropriate  applications  (originally  mandated  by  the  2000  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  - 
Environment  Code,  Chapter  5;  moved  to  Regulation  #SFE  05-01  -PPO.) 

Rechargeable  batteries  should  be  used  for  most  day-to-day  office  applications  such  as  in  wireless 
mice/keyboards,  telephone  headsets,  tape  recorders  and  radios,  pagers,  cameras,  adding  machines, 
walkie-talkies,  remote  controls,  and  other  non-emergency  low-power-use  devices. 

NiMH  rechargeable  batteries  should  not  be  used  in  emergency  equipment  (ie:  flashlights,  radios, 
emergency  medical  devices,  etc.)  or  in  low-power-use  devices  in  difficult-to-access  areas  (ie:  field 
monitoring  devices  or  ceiling  clocks)  because  they  lose  up  to  1%  of  their  power  capacity  per  day.  They 
should  not  be  used  in  cold  temperatures  applications  because  they  have  20%  less  power  capacity  at  32 
degrees  F.  than  at  room  temperature.  The  power  capacity  of  Ni-MH  rechargeable  batteries  drops 
sharply  at  temperatures  below  freezing. 

Advantages  of  rechargeable  Ni-MH  batteries  include  substantial  resource  conservation  and  cost  savings 
when  batteries  are  re-used  to  their  capacity.  Rechargeable  Ni-MH  batteries  can  be  reused  from  500  to 
1000  times. 

Disadvantages  of  rechargeable  Ni-MH  batteries  include  operation  at  lower  voltage  (1.2  volts,  compared 
to  1.4  volts  for  single-use  alkalines);  a steep  power-loss  curve  at  the  end  of  each  use  (compared  to  the 
gradual  power  loss  at  the  end  of  life  of  a single-use  alkaline);  loss  of  charge  up  to  1%  per  day  they  are 
not  being  used  or  charged,  and  a decline  in  performance  at  cold  temperatures. 

Bid  structure:  N/A.  Depends  on  the  contract. 

Pricing:  Battery  pricing  is  subject  to  discounts  applied  to  the  contract  from  which  they  are  being 
purchased. 
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Performance  testing:  In  the  case  that  Ni-MH  batteries  will  not  work  for  an  application,  single-use 
alkaline  batteries  may  be  purchased. 

Multiple  awards:  N/A 

Disclosure  Requirements:  None 

END  USER  INVOLVEMENT  / TRAINING: 

SFE  held  four  battery  trainings  in  2005  for  purchasers  and  selected  groups  of  city  staff  to  facilitate  the  use  of 
Ni-MH  rechargeable  batteries. 

COST: 

Substantial  cost  savings  can  be  realized  through  the  use  of  rechargeable  Ni-MH  batteries.  For  example,  on 
the  office  supplies  contract  rechargeable  Ni-MH  batteries  cost  1 ,7x  the  cost  of  single-use  alkalines  but  can 
be  re-used  hundreds  of  times.  After  the  second  use,  each  re-use  saves  the  cost  of  one  battery.  Chargers 
cost  between  $25  and  $25  - amortized  over  the  lifetime  of  a set  of  rechargeable  batteries  this  is  a nominal 
cost. 

Substantial  cost  savings  can  also  be  realized  in  reduced  battery  recycling  fees. 


FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 

Market  availability  / Additional  environmental  criteria: 

SFE  monitors  the  market  for  the  availability  of  better  rechargeable  batteries.  Though  Ni-MH  rechargeable 
have  limitations  that  restrict  their  use  to  daily  office  applications  and  some  field  applications,  the  recent  re- 
emergence  of  rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  in  the  marketplace  has  promise  for  future  use.  Because 
rechargeable  alkalines  do  not  lose  charge,  operate  at  a higher  voltage,  and  perform  better  at  lower 
temperatures,  these  may  be  an  option  for  use  in  the  future  as  they  become  more  widely  available  and  as 
performance  data  emerges. 
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San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Disposable  Food  Containers  and  Utensils  Contract  Summary 

CONTRACTS:  Food  containers  & utensils  #88402  5/1/07-4/30/10 

PURCHASER:  John  Danaher  SFE  LEAD:  Julie  Bryant 


ENVIRONMENTAL  GOALS: 

San  Francisco  Environment  Code,  Chapter  16  prohibits  the  use  of  polystyrene  foam  disposable  food 
containers  and  requires  the  use  of  compostable  or  recyclable  replacements.  Additionally,  the  Precautionary 
Purchasing  Ordinance  has  listed  disposable  food  service  items  as  a Tier  1 targeted  product  category 
indicating  it  is  of  high  concern.  Non-recyclable,  non-compostable  disposable  food  service  products  such  as 
items  made  of  polystyrene  foam  are  common  environmental  pollutants,  constitute  a significant  portion  of  the 
litter  in  San  Francisco,  are  a threat  to  marine  life,  and  are  known  hazardous  substances  and  suspected 
carcinogens.  The  use  of  recyclable  and  compostable  food  service  products  can  also  facilitate  participation  in 
San  Francisco’s  recycling  and  food  scrap  composting  collection  programs. 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

To  obtain  environmentally  preferable  products  (EPP)  proven  effective  by  City  of  San  Francisco  or  other 
government  agencies. 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

Technical  specifications:  SF  Environment  and  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  worked  together 
to  develop  a contract  that  met  departmental  needs  and  maximized  recyclable  and  compostable  food 
service  ware.  Because  many  compostable  plastic  products  are  not  clearly  labeled  and  are  difficult  to 
distinguish  from  traditional  plastics,  it  was  determined  that  the  contract  would  have  more  paper  or 
sugarcane  bagasse  products  than  compostable  plastic.  Paper  and  bagasse  materials  are  made  of 
natural  fibers  are  clearly  distinguished  as  compostable  in  San  Francisco’s  composting  program.  Other 
specifications  included  ensuring  that  compostable  plastic  products  meet  ASTM  standards  6400  and 
6868  for  compostability,  that  products  are  clearly  labeled  as  compostable,  and  that  no  polystyrene  foam 
be  included  in  the  contract. 

Bid  structure.  SFE  and  OCA  staff  separated  the  food  containers  and  utensils  into  two  categories:  (1 ) 
Standard  items  - products  commonly  available  to  food  service  distributors.  These  items  included  mostly 
paper  products  and  to  a lesser  extent  wood,  aluminum  foil,  and  plastic.  All  standard  wood  and  paper 
items  are  acceptable  in  San  Francisco’s  food  composting  program.  Foil  and  some  plastics  are 
recyclable;  (2)  Compostable  items  - products  made  of  non-traditional  materials  including  sugarcane 
bagasse  and  poly  lactic  acid  from  corn-based  resin.  All  of  the  items  in  this  section  of  the  contract  are 
compostable.  Examples  of  these  items  include  compostable  plastic  utensils  and  bagasse  clamshells. 

Performance  testing:  Products  meeting  the  technical  specifications  were  tested  by  Laguna  Honda 
Hospital  (one  of  the  two  major  purchasers  off  the  previous  contract)  in  their  cafeteria  for  performance 
including  heat  tolerance,  suitability  with  hospital  operations,  and  ability  to  contain  liquids  over  long 
periods  of  time.  Once  the  testing  was  complete,  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  and  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  adjusted  technical  specifications  based  on  recommendations  from 
Nutrition  Services  staff. 

END  USER  INVOLVEMENT/TRAINING: 

SFE  met  with  City  end  users  from  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  and  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  Nutrition 
Services  to  discuss  changes  to  the  purchasing  processes  and  ways  to  capture  these  new  products  in  the 
hospital’s  composting  and  recycling  programs.  Both  San  Francisco  General  and  Laguna  Honda  are  in  the 
process  of  making  physical  changes  to  their  buildings  to  accommodate  additional  carts  and  compactors  for 
the  new  composting  programs. 
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VENDOR  INVOLVEMENT/TRAINING: 

Upon  award  of  the  contract  SF  Environment  met  with  both  vendors  to  educate  them  on  the  Food  Service 
Waste  Reduction  Ordinance,  which  City  departments  purchase  food  service  ware,  and  to  develop  a working 
relationship  that  would  ensure  that  all  departments  are  purchasing  only  compostable  recyclable  food  service 
ware. 

COST: 

Buying  food  containers  and  utensils  off  the  current  contract  are  approximately  90%  more  expensive  than 
items  purchased  on  the  previous  contract.  We  attribute  this  significant  increase  in  costs  to  the  low  cost  of 
manufacturing  and  transporting  polystyrene  foam.  However,  the  external  costs  of  polystyrene  to  the 
environment  and  human  health  far  outweigh  the  costs  of  purchasing  recyclable  or  compostable  food  service 
ware. 

FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 

Currently  there  are  no  compostable  utensils  or  hot  cup  lids  that  meet  ASTM  standards  6400  or  6868  for 
compostability  and  that  can  tolerate  heat  of  more  than  120  degrees.  With  the  rapid  development  of  the  new 
compostable  plastics  market,  it  is  expected  that  a suitable  product  will  be  available  at  a reasonable  price 
soon.  Once  these  products  become  available,  OCA  and  SF  Environment  will  amend  the  contract  to  include 
these  items.  These  utensilsl  will  make  it  easier  for  Departments  to  participate  in  San  Francisco’s  food  scrap 
composting  program. 
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San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Janitorial  Chemicals,  Soaps  and  Cleaners  Contract  Summary 

CONTRACTS:  Janitorial  chemicals,  soaps  & cleaners,  6/1/07-5/31/10 

#83436 

PURCHASER:  Stuart  Keeler  SFE  LEAD:  Chris  Geiger 


ENVIRONMENTAL/WORKER  HEALTH  GOALS: 

Where  practicable,  shift  to  janitorial  products  that  contain  ingredients  posing  less  hazard  to  the  user,  building 
occupants,  and  the  environment  in  general.  Specific  factors  addressed  include:  Acute  toxicity,  carcinogens 
& reproductive  toxin  content,  eye  and  skin  irritation,  skin  sensitization,  combustibility,  volatile  organic 
compound  content,  aquatic  toxicity,  aquatic  biodegradability,  eutrophication  potential,  packaging,  availability 
as  a concentrate,  use  of  fragrances,  use  of  specific  prohibited  ingredients,  availability  of  training,  use  of 
animal  testing  in  development,  labeling,  skin  absorption  potential,  and  use  of  aerosol  containers  (see 
technical  specifications  below).  Using  EP  products  can  reduce  exposure  to  hazardous  janitorial  chemicals  by 
about  20%  (EPP  Pilot  Project  estimate) 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

Obtain  environmentally  preferable  products  (EPP)  proven  effective  by  City  of  San  Francisco  or  other 
government  agencies. 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

Technical  specifications:  Specifications  were  originally  developed  by  the  SF  EPP  Pilot  Project  through 
a stakeholder  process;  see  http://www.sfenvironment.com/aboutus/innovative/epp/purchasinq.htm  . 
Original  point-based  criteria  were  changed  to  pass/fail  criteria  to  better  harmonize  with  Green  Seal  GS- 
37  certifications.  Criteria  1-16  now  correspond  to  Green  Seal  GS-37  criteria  (March  2005),  City  of  Santa 
Monica,  CA,  and  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts;  criteria  17-19  are  unique  to  San  Francisco. 

Products  screened  were  drawn  from  the  SF  EPP  Pilot  Project  results,  along  with  some  additional 
products  requested  by  City  departments.  Criteria  are  detailed  in  Technical  Specifications  for 
Procurement  of  Janitorial  Cleaners,  March  25,  2005. 
http://www.sfenvironment.com/aboutus/innovative/epp/specs  ianchem05.pdf 

Bid  structure.  SFE  and  OCA  staff  separated  the  janitorial  products  into  three  categories:  (1 ) EPP-Only 
for  those  work  areas  where  a number  of  tested  EPP  are  known  to  exist;  (2)  Green  Seal  Certified  for 
those  instances  where  vendors  have  obtained  GS-37  certificates,  but  the  City  has  not  yet  tested  the 
product;  and  (3)  Traditional  janitorial  products.  SFE  requested  specific  EPP  products  for  categories  that 
had  an  abundance  of  complying  products  (general  purpose  cleaners,  basin  tub  & tile  cleaners,  window 
cleaners,  general  purpose  cleaners/degreasers).  City  staff  will  be  required  to  only  purchase  EP 
products  in  these  four  product  categories. 

Performance  testing:  Products  meeting  the  technical  specifications  were  screened  for  the  availability  of 
performance  reports  from  San  Francisco’s  EPP  Pilot  Project,  City  of  Seattle,  WA  (2003),  Massachusetts, 
Santa  Monica  , CA  (2004),  and  Ventura  Co,  CA.  GS-37  Certification  by  Green  Seal  was  also  accepted 
as  a positive  performance  report. 

Multiple  awards : Multiple  awards  were  permitted  on  this  contract  (i.e.,  one  vendor  per  item,  instead  of 
one  vendor  for  the  entire  contract).  It  was  determined  that  no  single  vendor  carried  a broad  enough 
range  of  both  EPP  and  traditional  products. 

Disclosure  Requirements:  Vendors  must  disclose  the  ingredients  used  in  EPP,  either  to  the  City  or  to 
an  independent  third  party  certifier  (e.g.,  Green  Seal).  This  approach  is  required  by  the  Precautionary 
Principle  Policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  (Chapter  1 ). 
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END  USER  INVOLVEMENT/TRAINING: 

SFE  met  with  City  end  users  nine  times  in  2004  - 2006;  six  meetings  were  at  department  level  and  three 
meetings  was  combined.  . Training  events  are  planned  for  early  2007. 

COST: 

A full  analysis  of  costs  is  pending.  Buying  EPF  is  expected  to  cost  roughly  the  same  as  traditional  products 
for  most  product  categories.  Awarding  the  contract  to  multiple  vendors  may  lower  costs  through  competition, 
or  increase  costs  through  lower  volume. 

FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 

Training  and  outreach:  Training  and  vendor  support  are  important  factors  contributing  to  a successful 
transition  to  environmentally  preferable  janitorial  products. 

Expanding  to  other  product  subcategories:  SFE  will  work  with  City  departments  to  evaluate 
additional  EPP  and  Green  Seal  Certified  products,  so  that  the  next  contract  renewal  may  contain  more 
preferable  items  (e.g.,  carpet  cleaners,  floor  finish  and  other  floor  care  products). 
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San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Janitorial  Paper  Contract  Summary 

CONTRACT:  Janitorial  Paper  Products  #83021  5/1/07-4/30/09 

PURCHASER:  Stuart  Keeler  SFE  LEAD: Julia  Chang 


ENVIRONMENTAL  GOALS: 

(1)  Obtain  the  highest  content  of  post-consumer  recycled  material,  (2)  reduce  the  use  of  chlorine  and 
chlorine  derivatives  in  paper  manufacturing,  and  (3)  require  product  packaging  to  be  reusable,  recyclable, 
made  with  recycled  content,  and  labeled  as  such. 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

Obtain  environmentally  preferable  products  (EPP)  proven  effective  by  City  of  San  Francisco  or  other 
government  agencies,  including  texture,  strength,  and  compatibility  with  janitorial  paper  dispensers. 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

Technical  specifications:  Minimum  postconsumer  waste  contents  were  based  on  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency’s  (EPA)  Comprehensive  Procurement  Guidelines,  see 

http://www.epa.qov/epaoswer/non-hw/procure/about.htm.  The  minimum  postconsumer  waste  contents 
required  were  20%  for  bathroom  tissue  and  40%  for  paper  towels.  The  specifications  also  required  no 
chlorine-  or  chlorine  derivative-based  whitening  technologies,  in  keeping  with  recommendations  by 
Conservatree  (http://conservatree.org/),  a nonprofit  information  source  for  environmental  papers. 
Whitening  process  was  established  through  certification  by  Green  Seal  (GS-09),  by  the  Chlorine-Free 
Products  Association,  or  by  manufacturer  verification  of  chlorine-free  processes  for  specific  products. 

Bid  structure:  Most  items  on  the  bid  sheet  were  split  into  2 (two)  sections  -section  A specified  the 
minimum  level  of  post-consumer  content  required  by  CCSF  and  section  B specified  a higher  level  of 
post-consumer  content  than  is  commonly  found  in  the  market.  By  structuring  the  bid  in  this  way, 
vendors  could  bid  on  one  or  both  of  the  sections,  and  CCSF  could  evaluate  the  price  difference  for 
products  with  higher  levels  of  recycled  content. 

Performance  testing:  Most  of  the  products  meeting  the  technical  specifications  were  not  screened 
beforehand  for  performance.  However,  most  of  the  vendors  provided  bids  for  janitorial  paper  brands 
with  wide  distribution. 

Multiple  awards:  Multiple  awards  were  permitted  on  this  contract  (i.e.,  one  vendor  per  item,  instead  of 
one  vendor  for  the  entire  contract).  Bids  were  awarded  to  Clean  Source,  H&L  International,  Santora 
Sales,  and  Waxie’s  Enterprises. 

Disclosure  Requirements:  Vendors  must  provide  a letter  from  the  mill  or  manufacturer  to  qualify  and 
state  the  quality  and  percentage  of  post-consumer  recycled  materials  in  each  product,  when  requested 
by  the  City. 
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END  USER  INVOLVEMENT/TRAINING: 

SFE  regularly  meets  with  City  Department  Recycling  Coordinators  and  City  department  janitorial  staff  who 
can  provide  feedback  on  the  performance  of  janitorial  paper. 

COST: 

For  some  products,  the  janitorial  paper  made  with  recycled  content  was  more  costly  than  janitorial  paper 
made  of  virgin  materials.  This  varied  depending  on  product  type. 

FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 
Market  availability/cost  competitiveness: 

SFE  will  monitor  the  market  for  the  availability  and  price  of  janitorial  papers  that  are  made  with  higher 
percentages  of  post-consumer  recycled  materials,  and  that  are  chlorine-free.  If  the  cost  is  within  a 
reasonable  price  range  (within  15%),  SFE  will  recommend  that  City  departments  buy  only  these  most 
preferred  products. 

Additional  environmental  criteria: 

There  were  other  important  environmental  criteria  that  were  not  included  in  the  specifications  for  this 
contract.  These  include  harvesting  from  sustainably-managed  forests,  requesting  paper  made  from  tree-free 
alternative  sources,  and  issues  of  energy  used  in  transport.  SFE  will  explore  the  feasibility  of  including  these 
criteria  in  the  next  contract,  and  accepting  environmental  certifications  from  organizations  such  as 
Environmental  Choice  and  Forest  Stewardship  Council. 

Reduction  in  usage: 

The  types  of  janitorial  papers  can  significantly  affect  the  amount  of  janitorial  papers  used.  For  example, 
studies  have  found  that  multi-fold  paper  towels  lead  to  greater  consumption  per  use  than  roll  paper  towels. 
Additionally,  coreless  toilet  paper  rolls  eliminate  the  cardboard  core  that  is  many  times  trashed  at  the  end  of 
its  life.  Also,  electric  hand  driers  eliminate  the  need  for  paper  towels.  SFE  is  working  with  end-users  to 
change  to  these  types  of  janitorial  papers  that  conserve  resources  and  save  money. 
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San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Lamps  and  Ballasts  Contract  Summary 

CONTRACTS:  Lamps/bulbs  and  ballasts  #77405  March  23,  2007  to  March  22,  2007 

(extended  to  3/22/08) 

PURCHASER:  Hermilo  Rodis  SFE  LEAD:  Deanna  Simon 


ENVIRONMENTAL  GOALS: 

High-efficiency  (energy  savings),  long-life  (waste  prevention),  mercury-  and  lead-content  reduction  (pollution 
prevention).  Mandates  include  the  Resource  Efficiency  Requirements  (Environment  Code  Chapt.7), 
Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  (Chapt.  5),  and  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  (Chapt.  2). 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

Ensure  high-quality  lamps  are  provided  (minimum  technical/performance  specs);  encourage  purchase  of 
energy-efficient  models  (e.g.,  Watt-Miser);  follow  federal  minimum  efficacy  (lumens/watt)  standards;  consider 
minimum  lamp-life  ratings  for  some  bulbs 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

Technical  specifications:  The  current  lamps  and  ballasts  contract  directs  vendors  to  supply  only  high- 
efficiency  ballasts,  low-mercury  and  lead-free  lamps,  and  longer-life  lamps  whenever  available.  Lamps 
excluded  from  the  contract  (though  price  discounts  apply  to  any  lamp  sold  to  CCSF  made  by  the 
manufacturer  represented  by  the  vendor  on  the  bid  documents)  consist  of  compact  fluorescents  with 
greater  than  5 mg  of  mercury  and  not  Energy  Star  certified;  linear  fluorescent,  HID,  and  metal  halide 
lamps  not  labeled  Ecolux,  Ecologic  or  ALTO  (whenever  available);  4-foot  linear  T8  lamps  with  a lamp  life 
less  than  24,000  hours  using  a rapid-start  ballast  on  3-hour  cycles;  incandescent  A-line  lamps  not 
bearing  an  energy-efficient  label  (e.g.,  Watt-Miser);  and  incandescent  exit  sign  lamps.  In  accordance 
with  the  Resource  Efficiency  Requirements  in  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code,  ballasts  excluded 
from  the  contract  consist  of  magnetic  ballasts  linear  fluorescent  lamps,  and  electronic  ballasts  for  T12  or 
T10  lamps.  All  exclusions  were  sanctioned  by  key  end-users  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission. 

Bid  structure:  Qualified  vendors  are  required  to  offer  lamps  in  all  thirteen  NEMA-recognized  lamp 
categories.  This  ensured  our  vendors  were  full  service  vendors,  not  specialty  product  vendors.  To 
ensure  vendors  represented  reputable  full-service  companies,  vendors  were  asked  to  supply  lamps 
made  by  the  same  manufacturer  in  8 of  the  9 most  common  categories  of  lamp  types. 

Pricing:  Vendors  were  asked  to  submit  price  discounts  for  both  “regular”  lamps/ballast  items  and 
“excluded”  lamp/ballast  items  (those  that  are  typically  ‘excluded’  from  discounts  in  their  catalog  and  are 
marked  with  a “%”  in  price  lists  to  indicate  their  excluded  status). 

Performance  testing:  All  lamps  must  meet  or  exceed  current  ANSI  standards,  be  UL  listed,  and  be  in 
compliance  with  the  US  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.  All  lamps  and  ballasts  must  be  manufactured  in 
accordance  with  NEMA  standards. 

Multiple  awards.  The  contract  was  awarded  to  two  vendors  representing  two  different  lamps 
manufacturers  to  provide  end-users  with  more  flexibility  to  buy  low-mercury/  high-efficiency  lamps  made 
by  manufacturers  excelling  in  these  areas. 

Disclosure  Requirements:  Vendors  must  disclose  mercury  content,  plus  presence  of  lead  in  solder  and 
glass  in  quarterly  reports. 
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END  USER  INVOLVEMENT  / TRAINING: 

SFE  held  several  end-user  meetings  to  construct  the  bid  and  contract  specifications.  SFE  continues  to  meet 
with  these  lamps  end-users  to  identify  goals  and  improvements  for  the  next  lamps  contract  based  on  past 
experience  and  emerging  technology. 

COST: 

For  some  products  there  is  no  cost  increase.  For  example,  purchasing  longer  life  lamps  costs  the  same  per 
illumination  hour,  plus  savings  are  incurred  when  lamps  need  to  be  installed  and  recycled  less  frequently. 
Some  lower  mercury  lamps  are  slightly  more  expensive  to  purchase.  Some  higher  efficiency  lamps  such  as 
compact  fluorescent  lamps  are  initially  more  expensive  to  purchase,  but  savings  from  their  longer  life  (8  to  10 
times  longer)  and  higher  efficiency  (4  times  more  efficient)  are  substantial  and  lead  to  a very  quick  pay-back 
period. 

FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 

Market  availability  / Additional  environmental  criteria: 

SFE  monitors  the  market  for  the  availability  of  lamps  with  higher  efficiency  and  lower  mercury.  In  fact,  the 
three  major  lamps  manufacturers  have  announced  their  upcoming  compliance  with  NEMA’s  voluntary  CFL 
standard  of  less  than  5 mg  of  mercury;  all  CFLs  manufactured  by  GE,  Sylvania,  and  Philips  starting  in  April 
2007  will  contain  less  than  5mg  of  mercury.  In  addition,  since  the  award  of  the  current  contract  in  March 
2005,  all  three  major  lamps  manufacturers  are  reducing  the  amount  of  mercury  in  their  4-foot  T8  lamps.  As 
such,  we  will  be  able  to  place  a mercury  cap  on  these  lamps  in  the  next  contract. 
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San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Multi  Function  Device  Contract  Summary 

CONTRACTS:  CopySmart  Program  #96101  7/1/06-6/30/09 

PURCHASER:  Bill  Jones  SFE  LEAD:  Julie  Bryant 


ENVIRONMENTAL  GOALS: 

Multi  Function  Devices  (MFDs)  are  machines  that  have  the  capability  to  copy,  print,  scan,  email  and  fax. 

With  the  installation  of  an  MFDs  and  removal  of  other  stand  alone  machines,  City  departments  minimize  use 
of  parts  such  as  toner  cartridges,  save  energy,  minimize  repair  time,  and  save  paper  as  these  machines  can 
copy  and  print  paper  on  two  sides  of  a piece  of  paper.  The  City’s  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance, 
Chapter  5,  section  506  of  the  Environment  Code,  requires  City  departments  to  print  and  copy  on  both  sides 
of  the  paper.  Since  most  stand-alone  machines  do  not  have  the  capability  to  double-side  documents 
automatically,  City  departments  were  not  able  to  comply  with  this  piece  of  legislation  in  the  past.  However, 
with  the  new  MFD  contract  in  place,  SF  Environment  has  been  able  to  successfully  work  with  vendors  to 
ensure  that  departments  meet  the  double  sided  mandate  by  requiring  the  defaults  be  set  print  and  copy 
double-sided  upon  installation. 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

To  obtain  environmentally  preferable  products  (EPP)  proven  effective  by  City  of  San  Francisco  or  other 
government  agencies. 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

SF  Environment  worked  directly  with  the  vendors  - Xerox,  Konica-Minolta  and  Ricoh  - upon  award  of  the 
contract  to  ensure  that  all  MFDs  were  installed  with  the  defaults  set  print  and  copy  double-sided  upon 
installation. 

END  USER  INVOLVEMENT/TRAINING: 

SFE  met  regularly  with  all  three  vendors  to  ensure  that  the  MFDs  be  installed  with  defaults  set  to  print  and 
copy  double-sided.  Additionally,  all  vendors  provided  training  on  their  machines  upon  installation.  We 
worked  closely  with  these  trainers  to  make  sure  that  all  end  users  be  trained  on  how  to  use  the  double-sided 
copy  and  print  default  feature. 

COST: 

Using  exclusively  MFD  instead  of  other  stand-alone  devices  will  save  money  for  City  Departments.  SF 
Environment  was  the  first  City  Department  to  use  these  devices.  In  an  average  year  SF  Environment  sends 
and  receives  8,000  pages  of  Faxes,  prints  135,000  pages,  copies  92,000  pages  and  scans  5,000  pages  into 
PDF  formatted  documents.  During  the  first  three  years  of  using  MFDs,  SF  Environment  saved  about  $3,000 
per  year  on  operating  costs  and  about  30%  on  paper  costs. 

FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 

Currently  most  departments  are  not  fully  using  the  capabilities  of  the  MFD  in  their  offices.  For  example, 
many  offices  are  still  using  their  stand-alone  printers  to  print  and  the  MFDs  to  copy.  In  the  future,  SF 
Environment  hopes  to  work  with  Information  Technology  personnel  to  network  workstations  to  the  MFDs  in 
order  for  users  to  use  the  MFDs  to  their  maximum  potential  and  maximize  all  of  the  environmental  features. 
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San  Francisco  Green  Purchasing  Program 

Office  Paper  Contract  Summary 

CONTRACT : Copier  and  reprographic  paper  #96730  9/21/04  - 8/31/07 

PURCHASER:  Stuart  Keeler  SFE  LEAD:  Julia  Chang 


ENVIRONMENTAL  GOALS: 

(1)  Obtain  the  highest  content  of  post-consumer  recycled  material,  (2)  Minimize  use  of  chlorine  and  chlorine 
derivatives  in  paper  manufacturing,  and  (3)  require  product  packaging  to  be  reusable,  recyclable,  made  with 
recycled  content,  and  labeled  as  such. 

PERFORMANCE  GOALS: 

Obtain  environmentally  preferable  products  (EPP)  proven  effective  by  City  of  San  Francisco  or  other 
government  agencies,  including  compatibility  with  printers  and  copy  machines  and  acceptable  level  of 
brightness. 

SUMMARY  & RATIONALE 

Technical  specifications:  Specifications  were  based  on  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  (EPA) 
Comprehensive  Procurement  Guidelines,  see  http://www.epa.qov/eDaoswer/non-hw/Drocure/about.htm. 
as  well  as  consultation  by  Conservatree  (http://conservatree.org/).  a nonprofit  information  source  for 
environmental  papers. 

Bid  structure.  SFE  and  OCA  staff  separated  the  office  paper  bid  sheet  by  the  percentage  of  post- 
consumer content:  (1)  30%  post-consumer  content,  (2)  50%  post-consumer  content,  and  (3)  100%  post- 
consumer content  and  processed-chlorine  free.  These  are  the  three  levels  of  post-consumer  recycled 
content  most  commonly  found  in  the  market.  No  paper  products  in  the  contract  contain  less  than  30% 
post-consumer  recycled  content. 

Performance  testing:  Most  of  the  products  meeting  the  technical  specifications  were  not  screened 
beforehand  for  performance.  The  100%  post-consumer  recycled  content  paper  was  tested  by  the 
Reprographics  Department  for  compatibility  with  their  copiers.  They  found  that  100%  post-consumer 
recycled  content  caused  paper  jams  with  their  high-speed  copiers.  However,  they  only  tested  one  brand 
of  100%  post-consumer  recycled  paper,  and  Reprographic  Department  copiers  are  not  representative  of 
lower-speed  copiers  used  in  most  City  departments.  Those  departments  that  have  purchased  100% 
post-consumer  recycled  content,  such  as  SF  Environment,  have  not  experienced  performance 
problems. 

Multiple  awards : Multiple  awards  were  permitted  on  this  contract  (i.e.,  one  vendor  per  item,  instead  of 
one  vendor  for  the  entire  contract).  Bids  were  awarded  to  American  Products  Distributors.  Corporate 
Express,  Falcon  Industrial  Distributors,  Give  Something  Back,  Santora  Sales,  and  Mitchell  Snow  Inc. 

Disclosure  Requirements:  Vendors  must  provide  a letter  from  the  mill  or  manufacturer  to  qualify  and 
state  the  quality  and  percentage  of  post-consumer  recycled  materials  in  each  product,  when  requested 
by  the  City. 
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END  USER  INVOLVEMENT/TRAINING: 

SFE  regularly  meets  with  City  Department  Recycling  Coordinators  who  can  provide  feedback  on  the 
performance  of  office  paper. 

COST: 

Buying  30%  post-consumer  recycled  content  paper  costs  roughly  the  same  as  virgin  paper.  However,  costs 
for  paper  made  of  50%  or  100%  post-consumer  recycled  content  were  prohibitively  higher  (more  than  15%). 
Awarding  the  contract  to  multiple  vendors  may  lower  costs  through  competition,  or  increase  costs  through 
lower  volume.  The  cost  for  paper  made  without  chlorine  bleach  or  chlorine  bleach  derivatives  was 
prohibitively  higher. 

FUTURE  OPPORTUNITIES  & OBSTACLES 
Market  availability/cost  competitiveness: 

SFE  will  monitor  the  market  for  the  availability  and  price  of  paper  made  with  100%  post-consumer  recycled 
materials,  and  is  chlorine-free.  If  the  cost  is  within  a reasonable  price  range  (within  15%),  SFE  will 
recommend  that  City  departments  buy  only  these  most  preferred  products. 

Additional  environmental  criteria: 

There  were  other  important  environmental  criteria  that  were  not  included  in  the  specifications  for  this 
contract.  These  include  harvesting  from  sustainably-managed  forests  and  requesting  paper  made  from  tree- 
free  alternative  sources.  SFE  will  explore  the  feasibility  of  including  these  criteria  in  the  next  contract,  and 
accepting  environmental  certifications  from  organizations  such  as  Environmental  Choice,  GreenSeal,  and 
Forest  Stewardship  Council. 

Recycled  content  labeling  requirements: 

The  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance  (Chapter  5 of  Environment  Code)  requires  that  “All  pre-printed 
materials  intended  for  distribution  that  are  purchased  or  produced  in  quantities  greater  than  50  sheets  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  Chapter  must  include  a recycled  content  logo  and  the  percentage  of  post-consumer 
material  in  the  paper.”  For  the  most  part,  this  requirement  is  not  being  met.  SFE  will  work  with  the 
Reprographics  Department,  who  produces  most  of  the  City’s  pre-printed  materials,  to  include  this  labeling 
and  to  purchase  paper  with  the  maximum  percentage  of  recycled  content. 
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Other  Contracts  and  Specifications  Activities: 

Biodiesel  purchases.  Continued  previous  efforts  to  promote  the  use  of  biodiesel  fuels  in  City 
vehicles,  in  keeping  with  Executive  Directive  06-02.  Status:  Contract  in  place,  ongoing. 

Computer  contract.  Began  meetings  with  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration,  Committee  on 
Information  Technology  (COIT),  and  City  information  technology  managers  regarding  the 
upcoming  citywide  computers  contract.  At  approximately  $22  million/year,  this  is  one  of  the 
largest  City  contracts.  Began  reviewing  existing  specifications  for  computer  equipment  for  possible 
inclusion  in  the  request  for  proposals,  or  for  development  of  approved  lists.  Status:  In  progress  - 
awaiting  OCA  action. 

Food  contracts  and  policy.  Reviewed  City  government  purchases  of  food,  met  monthly  with  the 
Interdepartmental  Sustainable  and  Healthy  Foods  Working  Group,  met  with  major  City  food 
purchasers,  and  began  development  of  a citywide  sustainable  and  healthy  foods  ordinance.  Status: 
In  progress. 

Janitorial  supplies.  Researched  environmental  impacts  and  relative  costs  of  installing  new 
generation  hand  driers  in  City  restrooms,  instead  of  paper  towels.  Inserted  novel  hand  drier  into 
janitorial  supply  contract,  and  began  outreach/education  and  pilot  testing  with  City  departments. 
Status:  Contract  awarded,  ongoing  outreach. 

Pesticides.  Continued  established  program  of  end  user  meetings,  product  hazard  review  and 
performance  evaluations,  development  of  approved  lists  for  pesticides  used  on  City  properties,  and 
processing  waiver  requests  (overlap  with  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  requirements, 
Environment  Code  Chapter  3).  Status:  Purchases  take  place  through  departmental  contracts; 
ongoing  program. 

Toner  cartridges  - Office  supplies  contract.  Developed  new  specifications  for  toner  cartridges  for 
the  Office  Supplies  contract  (currently  #96703).  The  new  contract  will  require  electronic  reporting 
of  sales  data,  the  ability  to  block  products,  greatly  expanded  specifications  for  remanufactured  toner 
cartridges,  and  specifications  for  rechargeable  batteries.  Status:  In  progress  - awaiting  OCA  action. 


IV.  Summary  of  Purchases  of  Environmentally  Preferable  Products  by  City 
Departments 

Until  this  month  (July,  2007)  there  had  not  yet  been  any  official  approved  product  lists,  partially 
due  to  delays  in  awarding  several  pending  citywide  contracts  (janitorial  supplies,  janitorial  papers, 
and  janitorial  cleaners).  Therefore,  it  was  generally  not  possible  to  report  on  approved  product 
purchasing  trends  by  City  departments.  However,  we  did  obtain  baseline  sales  data  from  City 
vendors  for  janitorial  cleaners,  janitorial  papers,  batteries,  toner  cartridges,  and  lamps.  These  data 
give  us  a way  to  chart  future  progress.  To  evaluate  the  data,  we  compared  the  dollars  spent  on 
environmentally  preferable  products  to  the  total  dollars  spent  by  City  departments  in  that  product 
category.  Environmentally  preferable  products  were  defined  according  to  the  specifications  used  in 
the  existing  SF  Approved  Product  list. 


Janitorial  Cleaners:  <1%  of  total  sales  in  2006  were  green  products 
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We  reviewed  sales  reports  for  2006  from  vendors  Waxie,  Santora  Sales,  Champion,  and  MM  Sales. 
These  companies  were  awarded  contracts  under  contract  #83434,  which  expired  on  June  1,  2007. 
Note  that  environmental  specifications  were  not  included  in  this  contract  when  it  was  awarded  in 
1997.  Only  products  that  met  San  Francisco’s  2005  Janitorial  Cleaners  Specifications  were 
considered  “green”  in  this  calculation,  which  means  that  a few  “borderline  green”  products  were  not 
considered  here. 

Lamps:  Long  life  T8  lamp  purchases  increased  from  3%  to  69%;  low  mercury  T8  lamps 
increased  from  3%  to  100% 

Our  current  lamps  and  ballast  contract  focuses  on  high  efficiency,  long  life,  low  mercury  lamps  and 
ballasts.  We  have  compared  baseline  data  from  before  the  EPP  Lamps  and  Ballasts  contract  (EPP 
L&B)  (July  1,  2001  through  June  30,  2002)  to  sales  data  from  the  same  vendor  after  the  EPP  L&B 
contract  was  issued  with  environmental  specifications  to  supplement  performance  specifications 
(October  2005  through  October  2006).  Below  are  the  improvements  we  have  seen. 

Efficiency:  In  an  effort  to  increase  energy  efficiency  the  lamps  contract  encourages  the  use  high 
efficiency  T8  lamps  over  the  use  of  lower  efficiency  T12  lamps.  Contract  specifications  eliminated 
T12  ballasts  for  purchase;  no  T12  ballasts  were  purchased  in  2005/2006.  As  new  ballasts  are  needed 
we  will  see  the  gradual  replacement  of  T12  lamps  with  T8  lamps.  In  fact,  though  T8  lamps 
comprised  only  20%  of  total  lamp  sales  in  2001/2002,  T8  lamps  comprised  38%  of  total  lamp  sales 
in  2005/2006,  the  first  year  the  EPP  contract  was  in  place. 

Long  Life:  Additionally,  the  EPP  L&B  requires  only  long-life  4-foot  T8  lamps  (24,000+  hours). 
Sales  of  long-life  lamps  rose  from  3%  of  the  popular  4-ft  T81amps  purchased  in  2001/2002  to  69% 
in  2005/206.  Some  departments  are  still  purchasing  the  shorter  life  lamps  (20,000  hours).  In 
2005/2006  the  departments  purchasing  more  than  500  short-life  lamps  when  a long-life  version  was 
available  were  SF  MUNI,  SF  Fire  Department,  and  the  SF  Real  Estate  Department. 

Mercury  Reduction:  Mercury  reduction  was  achieved  by  requiring  departments  to  purchase  TCLP 
compliant  lamps  whenever  available.  These  lamps  pass  the  test  for  toxic  materials  leaching  and 
have  less  mercury  (1-10  mg  of  mercury  for  GE  lamps)  than  their  non-TCLP  compliant  counterparts 
(typically  10-60  mg  for  GE  lamps).  Only  3%  of  the  popular  32watt  4-ft  T8  lamps  purchased  in 
2001/2002  were  TCLP  compliant,  increasing  to  100%  TCLP  compliance  in  2005/2006  after  the 
EPP  L&B  contract  was  in  place.  T12  TCLP  compliant  lamps  rose  from  0%  to  32%,  and  TCLP 
compliant  HPS  (high  pressure  sodium)  lamps  rose  from  0%  to  37%  for  lamps  available  in  a TCLP- 
compliant  version.  The  biggest  purchaser  non-TCLP  compliant  T12  lamps  in  2005/2006  was  the  SF 
Airport.  The  largest  purchaser  of  non-TCLP  compliant  HPS  lamps  when  a TCLP  compliant  option 
was  available  was  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department. 
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Increase  in  Environmentally  Preferable  Lamps 
Purchases  


Before  EPP  % 

With  EPP  % 

Long  life  T8* 

3% 

69% 

T8*  low  mercury 

3% 

100% 

T12  low  mercury 

0% 

32% 

HPS  low  mercury 

0% 

37% 

*32w4'T8 


Batteries:  Approximately  74%  of  sales  in  2006  were  green  products 

The  major  vendor  of  common  batteries  (AAA,  AA,  C,  D,  9v)  for  San  Francisco  offices  is  Office 
Depot.  SFE  and  OCA  blocked  the  sales  of  non-rechargeable  batteries  for  the  first  two  years  of  the 
contract,  and  required  waivers  to  remove  the  block  on  a purchase-by-purchase  basis.  While  this 
appeared  effective  in  encouraging  the  purchase  of  rechargeable  batteries,  it  is  unknown  how  many 
non-rechargeables  were  purchased  off-contract.  Therefore,  74%  is  almost  certainly  an 
overstatement. 

Janitorial  papers:  Approximately  55%  of  2005  purchases  were  green  products. 

Janitorial  papers  include  bathroom  tissue,  facial  tissue,  paper  towels,  and  toilet  seat  covers.  Based 
on  2005  vendor  usage  reports,  City  departments  purchased  approximately  $ 1 ,076,000  of  janitorial 
paper  from  the  City's  blanket  contract.  Of  this  amount  45%  of  the  janitorial  paper  was  made  of 
virgin  fiber.  Approximately  55%  of  the  janitorial  paper  was  made  of  at  least  20  percent  post- 
consumer recycled  content.  None  of  these  purchases  included  chlorine-free  whitening. 

Office  papers:  Over  90%  of  2005  sales  were  green  products. 

Based  on  2005  vendor  usage  reports,  City  departments  purchased  approximately  $854,000  of  office 
paper  from  the  City's  blanket  contract.  All  of  the  paper  on  the  blanket  contract  is  made  of  a 
minimum  30  percent  post-consumer  recycled  content.  We  were  not  able  to  collect  information  on 
the  type  of  paper  purchased  by  the  Reprographics  Department,  the  City's  in-house  copy  and 
production  department.  For  special  printing  needs,  some  of  the  paper  Reprographics  purchases  is 
not  made  of  recycled  content.  The  amount  of  processed-chlorine-free  paper  purchased  was 
negligible  - between  0.3  - 1%. 

Biodiesel:  44%  of  diesel  vehicles  fueled  by  B20. 

In  the  City's  overall  effort  to  achieve  its  Climate  Goals,  and  in  an  effort  to  protect  public  health  by 
reducing  diesel  particulate  matter,  San  Francisco  City  Departments  that  use  diesel  fuel  in  vehicles 
and  equipment  are  directed  by  Executive  Directive  06-02  to  switch  to  B20,  a blend  of  80% 
petroleum  diesel  and  20%  biodiesel,  in  2007.  As  of  July  1,  2007,  44%  of  the  CCSF’s  diesel  vehicles 
and  equipment  were  fueled  with  a biodiesel  blend  of  B20.  This  includes  40  revenue  MUNI  buses 
(25  diesel  buses  and  1 5 diesel-hybrid  buses)  for  a total  of  662  vehicles  citywide.  When  ED  06-02  is 
fully  implemented,  the  City's  entire  diesel  fleet  of  roughly  1,514  vehicles  will  fuel  with  a biodiesel 
blend  ofB20. 
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V.  Waivers 

The  Ordinance  gives  OCA  the  power  to  grant  waivers  for  purchasing  items  not  on  an  approved  list. 
OCA  and  SFE  instituted  a trial  program  on  the  citywide  office  supplies  contract  that  required 
waivers  for  city  staff  wishing  to  purchase  A)  non-rechargeable  batteries  or  B)  non-remanufactured 
toner  cartridges  for  computer  printers.  Administering  such  waivers  was  particularly  simple  on  the 
office  supplies  contract  because  the  vendor  maintains  an  online  catalog,  and  was  able  to 
automatically  block  the  sale  of  certain  items.  In  2005-2006,  28  waivers  for  non-chargeable  batteries 
were  processed,  and  25  waivers  for  toner  cartridges.  We  assume  that  this  represents  the  tip  of  the 
iceberg,  due  to  amount  of  off-contract  purchasing  taking  place. 

The  waiver  system  has  two  objectives:  Hold  city  departments  accountable  for  their  purchases,  and 
obtain  important  information  about  obstacles  to  implementing  particular  purchasing  restrictions. 
Within  the  context  of  the  office  supplies  contract,  the  waivers  seemed  to  fulfill  these  objectives. 

For  example,  SFE  staff  quickly  obtained  information  on  poorly  performing  models  of  toner 
cartridges,  or  on  devices  that  are  ill-suited  to  the  use  of  rechargeable  batteries. 

However,  even  with  automatic  waiver  systems  in  place,  considerable  staff  time  was  required  to 
process  waivers,  and  considerable  annoyance  was  expressed  by  departments  over  the  system.  In 
consultation  with  OCA,  SFE  concluded  that  the  environmental  gains  to  be  made  with  the  waivers 
were  not  worth  the  administration  time  required  and  the  loss  of  buy-in  by  client  departments. 
Departments  could  still  be  held  accountable,  in  a more  streamlined  fashion,  by  reviewing  quarterly 
sales  reports  submitted  by  the  vendor.  Information  on  obstacles  to  implementing  purchasing 
restrictions  could  be  easily  obtained  from  the  various  end  user  groups  already  established  by  SFE. 
Therefore,  waivers  were  discontinued  in  Spring,  2007  pending  the  issuance  of  SF  Approved  lists  for 
these  commodities. 

OCA  senior  managers  recommended  avoiding  using  waivers  as  a method  of  accountability  except 
for  high-value  items,  such  as  vehicles  (SFE’s  “Clean  Vehicle”  program  has  been  quite  successful  in 
using  waivers).  For  these  items,  it  is  very  difficult  for  City  staff  to  make  off-contract  purchases, 
and  they  have  no  choice  but  to  work  through  OCA.  However,  for  smaller  commodities,  waivers 
could  create  a substantial  administrative  burden  on  OCA,  SFE  and  city  staff. 

While  City  staff  are  required  by  policy  to  buy  items  from  citywide  commodity  contracts  if  they 
exist  - as  opposed  to  buying  through  departmental  authority  or  by  reimbursements  - OCA  has 
noted  that  they  lack  the  personnel  to  enforce  this  policy.  City  vendors  have  reported  substantial  off- 
contract  purchasing  by  City  departments.  In  addition,  the  computer  software  now  used  citywide  for 
purchasing  purposes  does  not  allow  easy  review  of  ‘green’  vs.  ‘traditional’  purchases.  This 
situation  complicates  any  efforts  at  holding  departments  accountable  to  approved  products  lists. 

For  these  reasons,  SFE  anticipates  depending  heavily  on  sales  reports  from  vendors  in  its  future 
green  purchasing  efforts.  The  reports  allow  easy  identification  of  problem  departments,  which  can 
then  be  targeted  for  outreach  or  problem-solving  discussions.  In  addition,  SFE  hopes  to  invest 
considerable  time  in  obtaining  end  user  buy-in  in  its  programs,  as  a way  to  change  purchasing 
behavior. 
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VI.  Training  Programs 

Batteries : 4 trainings  of  City  staff  conducted,  plus  numerous  inclusions  in  larger  trainings. 

Disposable  Food  Container  and  Utensil  contract:  Upon  award  of  the  contract,  SF  Environment 

met  with  both  vendors  to  educate  them  on  the  Food  Service  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance  and 
to  explain  the  importance  of  selling  only  compostable  or  recyclable  food  service  ware  to 
City  agencies.  SFE  also  met  with  City  end  users  from  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  and 
Laguna  Honda  Hospital  Nutrition  Services  to  discuss  how  to  purchase  compostable  and 
recyclable  food  service  ware  and  strategize  on  ways  to  capture  these  new  products  in  the 
hospital’s  composting  and  recycling  programs.  Both  San  Francisco  General  and  Laguna 
Honda  are  in  the  process  of  making  physical  changes  to  their  buildings  to  accommodate 
additional  carts  and  compactors  for  their  new  composting  programs. 

Food : 12  meetings  of  the  interdepartmental  sustainable  and  healthy  foods  workgroup,  3 meetings 
with  City  end  users/purchasers,  and  one  large  meeting  with  multiple  City  departments 
represented. 

Janitorial  cleaners:  8 end  user  meetings  and  trainings  to  develop  approved  list  and  to  educate  City 
custodians  on  the  use  of  green  cleaning  products.  Trainings  will  continue  through  the  end  of 
2007. 

Janitorial  Supplies  and  Paper  contracts : SFE  met  with  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Bathroom  Task 
Force  and  custodial  managers  from  throughout  the  City  to  promote  the  environmental  and 
health  benefits  of  using  EPP  products  from  these  contracts.  SFE  explained  the  recycled 
content  requirement  in  the  contract  as  well  as  demonstrated  coreless  paper  tissue  rolls,  the 
new  Xlerator  electric  hand  drier  and  outlined  the  benefits  of  using  universal  roll  paper 
towels  over  multifold  or  proprietary  roll  towels.  The  Recreation  and  Parks  staff  agreed  to 
insert  EPP  products  from  contracts  into  park  bathroom  standards  throughout  the  City. 
Custodial  supervisors  were  intrigued  by  the  new  products  and  agreed  to  purchase  only  EPP 
janitorial  papers  in  the  future. 

Lamps : 5 end  user  meetings  and  2 trainings  of  vendor  staff. 

Pesticides  (overlap  with  IPM  Ordinance  requirements):  Approximately  40  trainings 


VII.  Additional  Actions  Needed  to  Effectively  Implement  the  Ordinance 

Section  203(g)(ii)  requires  SFE  to  report  on  “additional  specific  actions,  including 
legislation,  needed  to  effectively  implement  this  Chapter.”  The  following  are 
recommendations  from  SFE  staff: 

A.  Secure  funding  for  a full-time  Green  Purchasing  Coordinator.  Reviews  of  other  green 
purchasing  programs  (Liddell,  2003)  and  consultations  with  numerous  green  purchasing 
experts  clearly  concluded  that  a dedicated  coordinator  position  is  essential  to  the  success  of 
green  purchasing  programs.  The  SF  program  has  been  hampered  by  lack  of  staff  time — 
both  at  SFE  and  OCA — to  pursue  its  goals,  as  well  as  competition  with  pre-existing 
responsibilities.  A coordinator  would  create  work  plans  for  all  green  purchasing  activities, 
serve  as  laison  with  City  purchasers,  and  develop  and  coordinate  educational,  outreach,  and 
pilot  testing  activities. 
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B.  Enlarge  the  role  of  city  vendors  in  implementation. 

1 . Emphasize  vendor  sales  reports  as  a way  to  promote  accountability  by  City 
departments.  Include  language  in  individual  contracts  specifying  timetables,  content 
and  standard  formats  for  vendor  reports. 

2.  Create  disincentives  for  vendors  selling  goods  off-contract , particularly  for  product 
categories  are  part  of  an  approved  list.  This  practice  seriously  undermines  the 
accountability  and  effectiveness  of  the  program.  Explore  the  option  of  debarring 
vendors  who  regularly  sell  listed  goods  off-contract. 

3.  Enlist  vendors  in  enforcing  approved  products  lists.  Develop  positive  working 
relationships  and  conduct  trainings  if  necessary  with  vendors’  staff  to  enlist  them  in 
green  purchasing  efforts. 

C.  Replace  the  City’s  purchasing  software.  The  ADPICS/FAMIS  system  is  outdated  and 
does  not  provide  necessary  data-tracking  capability  for  monitoring  city  purchases  of  green 
vs.  traditional  products.  New  software  could  provide  this  service  plus  provide  new 
mechanisms  for  accountability,  so  that  all  purchases  would  be  more  easily  monitored. 


VIII.  Recommendations  on  How  to  Expand  the  Ordinance  to  Service  Contracts 

Section  203(g)(vi)  requires  a recommendation  by  the  Director,  after  consultation  with  City 
Departments  and  the  public,  on  how  to  expand  this  Chapter  to  City  contractors.  SFE  offers 
the  following  recommendations: 

SFE  favors  the  extension  of  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  to  cover  service 
contracts  as  well  as  commodity  contracts.  Such  an  extension  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
proportional  increase  in  staffing  at  OCA  and/or  SFE. 

Services  and  leases  cover  approximately  50%  of  city  expenditures,  and  there  are  many 
instances  where  the  insertion  of  simple  contract  specifications  could  have  powerful 
environmental  and  health  impacts.  For  example,  custodial  companies  servicing  City 
buildings  could  easily  be  required  contractually  to  use  SF-approved  green  cleaning  products, 
or  laundry  services  could  be  required  to  minimize  their  use  of  toxic  materials.  While  some 
of  these  specifications  could  be  incorporated  without  an  ordinance  in  place,  an  overarching 
mandate  would  help  ensure  that  such  contracts  become  part  of  the  City’s  green  purchasing 
efforts. 

Including  service  contracts  in  the  ordinance  would  accomplish  the  following: 

• Provide  a stronger,  central  mandate  for  the  inclusion  of  health-  and  environment- 
protective  language  in  these  contracts.  This  kind  of  proactive  approach  is 
required  under  the  Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance  (Environment  Code, 
Chapter  1).  Currently  the  opportunity  to  include  such  language  is  ignored,  or  the 
department  requesting  the  contract  is  unwilling  to  conduct  the  necessary 
background  research. 

• Bring  environmental  professionals  from  SFE  into  the  process  of  reviewing  and 
assisting  in  the  development  of  service  contracts.  Including  environmental 
scientists  in  this  way  can  identify  potential  areas  of  improvement  or  long-term 
cost  savings  that  had  not  previously  been  explored.  For  example,  research  on  the 
use  of  hazardous  chemical  products  (conducted  under  the  City’s  pilot  EPP 
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program)  showed  an  estimated  savings  of  $95/janitor  per  year  accruing  from  the 
use  of  environmentally  friendly  cleaning  products. 

• Increase  the  level  of  scrutiny  for  service  contracts.  In  the  past,  such  scrutiny  on 
commodities  contracts  has  resulted  in  cost  savings  to  the  City.  For  example, 
SFE’s  work  on  the  lamps  contract  identified  the  high  costs  of  excluding  lamps 
and  ballasts  from  negotiated  price  discounts. 


IX.  Workplan  for  the  Next  Reporting  Period 

The  following  subject  areas  are  considered  highest  priority  for  the  coming  six  months. 

A.  Computers 

SFE  will  serve  on  the  Steering  Committee  for  the  new  Computer  Store  contract  process,  and  will 
recommend  environmental  specifications  for  desktop  and  laptop  computers,  monitors,  servers  and 
networking  equipment.  These  specifications  may  be  used  in  the  scoring  process  for  vendors  on  the 
contract,  and/or  for  develop  of  approved  product  lists  after  the  contract  is  complete. 

B.  Disposable  Food  Containers 

SFE  staff  have  been  working  closely  with  hospital  staff  to  incorporate  compostable  foodware  into 
their  food  systems.  Composting  is  currently  limited  because  non-compostable  foodware  is  mixed 
with  the  waste  stream.  The  ultimate  objective  is  to  allow  composting  of  all  food  waste  from  the 
food  services. 

C.  Food 

Meetings  with  City  food  purchasers,  food  distributors,  and  other  stakeholders  will  continue  as  San 
Francisco  develops  a policy  on  promoting  healthy,  local  and  sustainable  food.  This  policy  will 
likely  require — as  a start — that  distributors  provide  full  information  on  place  of  production  and  any 
relevant  certifications  (such  as  USDA  Organic)  for  foods  sold  to  the  City. 

D.  Janitorial  Cleaners 

This  is  a critical  time  for  organizing  trainings,  education  and  outreach  on  the  use  of  green  cleaning 
products.  These  activities  will  be  held  throughout  the  City  in  conjunction  with  the  new  SF 
Approved  Product  List  for  janitorial  cleaners,  which  requires  City  staff  to  use  only  green  products 
for  certain  common  purposes. 

E.  Lamps 

A new  lamps  contract  is  now  in  preparation,  and  SFE  is  updating  its  technical  specifications  on 
mercury  content,  energy  efficiency,  and  product  life  to  reflect  rapid  progress  in  the  industry. 
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Targeted  Product  Categories  for  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing,  2006-2008 

Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


KEY 

Key  products:  Products  identified  as  highest  priority  during  review 

Justification:  Considerations  for  inclusion/exclusion  of  product  category,  outside  of  health/environmental  factors  considered  in  scoring. 
Key  Environ.  & Health  Issues:  Criteria  on  scoresheet  that  received  a "high  concern"  rating  by  the  primary  reviewer. 


Note:  The  Dept,  of  the  Environment  will  address  these  ten  "targeted  product  categories"  first  in  its  development  of  environmentally  preferable 
purchasing  specifications.  Approved  product  lists  will  be  developed  for  some  of  these  products,  and  City  departments  may  be  required  to  purchase 
only  from  these  lists. 


Key  Products 
& PRODUCT  CATEGORY 

Justification 

Key  Environmental  & Health  Issues 

1 

Computers,  monitors  and  other 
accessories,  copiers  and  printers 
(and  other  multi-function  office 
machines), 

and  other  OFFICE  EQUIPMENT 

Computers  are  largest  City  contract.  Opportunity  to 
mplement  new  EPEAT  computer  standard.  New  standards 
needed  for  other  e-equipment.  Opportunity  to  implement 
City's  resolution  on  manufacturer  take-back/recycling  for 
equipment  and  packaging. 

Carcinogen/Repro  Tox/Endocrine  (product), 
Other  Human  Health  Effects/I IAQ  (product), 
PBTs  (product),  Creates  Non-Recyclable 
Wastes  (product),  Inefficient  Resource 
Consumption  (product),  User  Community 
Effects/EJ  (product),  Animal  Effects/Aquatic 
Tox/Habitat  (mfr,  product), 

Consumes  Non-Renewable  Resources  (mfr), 
Source  Community  Effects/Trade  (mfr) 

2 

Food,  beverages,  disposable  food 
service  items, 

and  other  FOOD  SERVICE 
CONSUMABLE  PRODUCTS 

City  resolutions  to  promote  Fair  Trade-  & organic-certified 
food/beverages;  opportunities  in  dairy  and  bread  contracts. 
City  Composting  Resolution  promotes  reusable,  recyclable, 
or  compostable  food  service  ware. 

Creates  Non-Recyclable  Wastes  (product), 
User  Community  Effects/EJ  (product),  User 
Community  Effects/EJ  (p-oduct),  Animal 
Effects/Aquatic  Tox/Habitat  (mfr,  product), 
Animal  Effects/Aquatic  Tox/Habitat  (mfr, 
product),  Consumes  Non-Renewable 
Resources  (mfr),  Agrichemicals  /GMOs  (mfr), 
Source  Community  Effects/Trade  (mfr) 

3 

Lighting  (lamps,  switches,  ballasts, 
wire,  etc  ),  carpet,  flooring, 
and  other  BUILDING 
MAINTENANCE  CONSUMABLES 

Significant  purchases  of  lamps  - opportunity  to  improve 
existing  SF  standards  on  mercury  content,  lamp  life,  and 
energy  efficiency.  Carpet,  flooring,  and  other  building 
materials  have  PVC,  plasticizer,  indoor  air  quality  issues. 
Building  materials  often  under  service  contracts,  except  for 
lighting  & lumber. 

PBTs  (product),  Consumes  Non-Renewable 
Resources  (mfr) 

4 

Electrical  fixtures,  furniture, 

and  other  BUILDING 
MAINTENANCE  EQUIPMENT 

Opportunity  to  replace  lighting  fixtures  with  more  energy 
efficient/low  mercury  models  - closely  connected  to  lighting 
contract  (#3  above).  Opportunity  to  address  fire  retardants 
in  furniture. 

Inefficient  Resource  Consumption  (product) 

5 

Toner  and  ink  cartridges,  office 
paper  (copy  paper,  printing  and 
writing  paper,  specialty  paper, 
envelopes,  etc.), 

and  other  OFFICE  CONSUMABLES 

Opportunity  to  expand  purchase  of  low- 
toxicity/remanufactured  toner  cartridges.  Batteries  already 
listed  as  Targeted  (Resource  Conservation  Ordinance). 

Creates  Non-Recyclable  Wastes  (product), 
Animal  Effects/Aquatic  Tox/Habitat  (mfr, 
product),  Consumes  Non-Renewable 
Resources  (mfr),  Agrichemicals  / GMOs  (mfr), 
Source  Community  Effects/Trade  (mfr) 

6 

Restroom  cleaners,  disinfectants, 
metal  polishes,  hard  floor  care 
products, 

and  other  JANITORIAL  CLEANERS 

Opportunity  for  full  implementation  of  existing  SF  standards 
for  cleaners.  Finding  safer  metal  polishes,  carpet  cleaners, 
hard  floor  care  products,  and  disinfectants  are  current 
challenges. 

Carcinogen/Repro  Tox/Endocrine  (product), 
Other  Human  Health  Effects/IIAQ  (product), 
PBTs  (product),  Creates  Non-Recyclable 
Wastes  (product),  Inefficient  Resource 
Consumption  (product),  User  Community 
Effects/EJ  (product),  Air  Qual/Global  Enviro 
Effects  (product),  Animal  Effects/Aquatic 
Tox/Habitat  (mfr,  product) 
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Key  Products 
& PRODUCT  CATEGORY 

Justification 

Key  Environmental  & Health  Issues 

7 

Asphalt,  asphalt  patching 
products,  concrete,  playground 
surfaces,  plants,  nursery  supplies, 
and  other  GROUNDS 
MAINTENANCE  CONSUMABLES 

Environmental  justice  issues  with  city  asphalt  production, 
low-VOC  asphalt/asphalt  patching  options  available; 
possibility  of  using  recycled  aggregate 

Inefficient  Resource  Consumption  (product), 
Animal  Effects/Aquatic  Tox/Habitat  (mfr, 
product) 

8 

Graffiti  removal  chemicals, 
pesticides,  sidewalk  cleaning 
products, 

and  other  GROUNDS 
MAINTENANCE  CHEMICALS 

Opportunity  for  leadership  standards  on  graffiti  removal 
chemicals.  Inert  ingredient  issues  with  pesticides. 

Source  Community  EffectsEJ  (mfr),  Animal 
Effects  (mfr,  use),  Non-Renewable  Resources 
(mfr),  User  Community  Effects/EJ  (product), 
Carcinogen/Repro  Tox/Endocrine  (product), 
Other  Human  Health  Effects  (product),  PBTs 
(product) 

9 

Motor  oil,  fuel  (diesel,  bio  diesel), 
engine  degreasers 

and  other  VEHICULAR  CHEMICALS 

Opportunities  for  bio-based  products;  diesel  one  of  City's 
largest  contracts  by  dollar  amount. 

Carcinogen/Repro  Tox/Endocrine  (product), 
Other  Human  Health  Effects/I  IAQ  (product), 
Creates  Non-Recyclable  Wastes  (product),  Air 
Qual/Global  Enviro  Effects  (product),  Source 
Community  Effects/T rack  (mfr) 

10 

Paints,  eievator/HVAC  cleaners, 

and  other  BUILDING 
MAINTENANCE  CHEMICALS 

Opportunity  to  improve  outdated  standards  for  paints  and 
other  maintenance  chemicals. 

PBTs  (product),  nonrenewable  resources  (mfr) 

final_summary_COE_version.xls 
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PPO/TPC  - Product  Category  Score  Sheet 


Category:  Office  Supplies 

Sub-Category: 

[ ] Chemicals 

[ ] Consumables,  Materials,  etc. 

[ ] Equipment,  Hard  Goods,  etc. 

Status  of  Review: 

Date 

Primary  review  by 

Secondary  review  by 

Typical  Products: 

General  Comments: 

Points  = 

3 

2 

1 

0 

2 

Health  & Environmental  Scoring 

Probability  that  products  in  category  display  characteristic 

Notes 

1 Product  Contains  Carcinogen/Reproductive  Toxin/Endocrine  Disrup 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

2 Product  Has  Other  Human  Health  Effects/IIAQ  incl.  Asthma  /Safety 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

3 Product  Contains  Persistent,  Bioaccum,  Toxic  Ingredients  (PBTs) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

4 Product  Creates  Non-Recyclable  Wastes 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

5 Product  Use  Involves  Inefficient  Resource  Consumption 

High- 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

6 Product  Has  User  Community  Effects  (EJ/Children/Women/Sensitives) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

7 Product  Use  Has  Air  Qual/Global  Enviro  Effects  (ozone  depl/climate/smog) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

8 Manufacture  & Use  Involve  Animal  Effects  (Aquatic  Tox,  Habitat  & Other) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

9 Manufacture  Consumes  Non-Renewable  Resources 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

10  Manufacture  Involves  Agrichemicals  / GMOs 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

1 1 Manufacture  Has  Source  Community  Effects  / T rade  Issues 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

Point  Totals  = 

0 

Comments  on  Health  & Environmental  Scoring 

Implementation  Issues 

Probability  that  products  in  category  display  char 

acteristic 

Notes 

a High  Annual  City  Purchase  Amount  ($) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

b High  Potential  For  Cost  Savings  ($) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

c Satisfies  City  Policy  / Ordinance  Requirements 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

d Ease  of  Implementation  / Existing  Standards 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

e Potential  for  National  Impact  / Leadership 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

f CCSF  has  not  Already  Addressed  Products  in  the  Category 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 

g Other  Issues: 

High 

Medium 

Low 

None 

Unk 
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SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE:  July  24,  2007 

TO:  Honorable  Commissioners,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

FROM:  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

RE:  Commission  Secretary  Report  July  2007 


Communications  Received 

New  Regulations  regarding  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  gifts  from  subordinates  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orci/site/uploadedfiles/GiftsfromRestrictedSourcesnt.pdf. 

June  28,  2007,  Mrs.  Weber  called  speaking  against  banning  plastic  bag  usage  in  San 
Francisco.  The  reason  she  gave  is  that  it  would  increase  paper  bag  usage,  resulting  in  more 
trees  being  cut  down.  Mrs.  Weber  expressed  her  concern  with  the  loss  of  trees  because  of  all 
the  current  fires  and  would  not  like  to  see  any  more  trees  cut  down.  She  requested  that  this 
message  be  forwarded  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 

Update  on  City  Legislation 

Supervisor  Alioto-Pier 

Resolution  directing  San  Francisco’s  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Department  of  the 
Environment  to  submit  a report  with  recommendations  on  potential  actions  that  can  be  adopted 
to  address  risks  to  public  health  from  exposure  to  Bisphenol-A.  (Adopted  by  Board  July  10) 

Supervisor  Ammiano 

Ordinance  amending  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  to  exempt  certain  wind  power  generators 
from  height  limitations  within  the  Bernal  Heights  Special  Use  District.  Supervisor  Ammiano 
presented.  Assigned  under  30-day  rule  to  Land  Use  and  Economic  Development  Committee. 

Supervisors  Ammiano/Mirkarimi: 

Community  Choice  Aggregation  (Adopted  by  the  Board,  signed  by  Mayor  Newsom  June  29) 


Supervisor  Mirkarimi: 

Resolution  urging  UCSF  to  reduce  electricity  use  by  10  percent  (Adopted  by  Board  June  5) 

Ordinance  establishing  that  the  City  should  continue  to  actively  participate  in  the  development  of 
tidal  power  technology  in  order  to  maximize  the  benefits  to  the  public,  and  that  the  City  should 
own  and  control  tidal  power  technology  and  development  to  the  extent  feasible.  (Assigned  under 
30-day  rule  to  Land  Use  Committee,  June  19) 

Resolution  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Black  Acacia  Tree  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue  for 
landmark  tree  status  (Assigned  to  Land  Use  Committee,  July  10) 

Supervisor  Maxwell 

Resolution  authorizing  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  accept  and  expend  a grant  in  the 
amount  of  $15,000  from  the  California  Breathing  for  the  purpose  of  implementing  the  Bayview 
Hunters  Point  (BVHP)  Healthy  Homes  Project.  (Adopted  by  Board  July  17) 

Supervisor  McGoldrick 

City  Attorney  request  to  update  the  Healthy  Air  and  Smog  Reduction  Ordinance  to  consider 
mileage  in  addition  to  fuel  type  for  city  fleet  vehicle  purchases. 


Ethics  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Susan  J.  Harriman 
Chairperson 


Date: 


Emi  Gusukuma 
j Vice-Chairperson 


To: 


Eileen  Hansen 
Commissioner 

Jamienne  S.  Studley 
Commissioner 


From: 


Charles  L.Ward 
Commissioner 


Re: 


June  27,  2007 

Honorable  Elected  Officials 
Members  of  Boards  and  Commissions 
Department  Heads 

John  St.  Croix 
Executive  Director 

New  regulations  regarding  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  gifts  from 
subordinates 


John  St.  Croix 

Executive  Director  Effective  July  13,  2007,  all  City  officers  and  employees  will  be  subject  to  new 

regulations  governing  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  gifts  from  subordinates.  This 
memorandum  provides  a brief  discussion  of  the  new  regulations;  the  text  of  local  laws 
and  regulations  governing  gifts  is  set  forth  in  the  attached  document. 


What  is  the  rule  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources? 

Under  section  3 .216  of  the  San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code, 
no  officer  or  employee  may  solicit  or  accept  any  gift  from  a person  who  the  officer  or 
employee  knows  or  has  reason  to  know  is  a restricted  source.  The  law,  which  took 
effect  in  January  2007,  requires  the  Ethics  Commission  to  adopt  implementing 
regulations,  including  regulations  to  exempt  voluntary  gifts  that  are  nominal  in  value. 

What  is  a restricted  source ? 

A restricted  source  is  a person  or  entity  that  falls  into  one  of  two  categories: 


1 . A restricted  source  is  any  person  who  does  business  with  or  seeks  to  do  business 
with  the  department  of  the  officer  or  employee.  “Doing  business”  means 
entering  into  or  performing  pursuant  to  a contract  with  the  department  of  the 
officer  or  employee.  Thus,  for  example,  if  ABC  Flowers  has  a contract  to 
provide  flowers  to  the  Ethics  Commission,  no  officer  or  employee  of  the  Ethics 
Commission  may  solicit  or  accept  a gift  from  ABC  Flowers,  unless  the  gift  falls 
into  one  of  the  exceptions  described  below. 

2.  A restricted  source  is  also  any  person  who  during  the  past  1 2 months  knowingly 
attempted  to  influence  the  particular  officer  or  employee  in  any  legislative  or 
administrative  action.  This  means  that  the  person  either  has  contacted  or 
appeared  before,  or  has  taken  other  steps  to  influence  the  officer  or  employee. 
“Intent  to  influence”  means  any  communication  made  to  support,  promote, 
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influence,  modify,  oppose,  delay  or  advance  a governmental  decision.  However,  under 
the  regulations,  the  following  communications  are  not  made  with  the  "intent  to 
influence":  routine  requests  for  information,  comments  that  are  made  as  a panelist  or 
speaker,  comments  made  in  a general  informational  meeting,  public  comments,  or 
communications  that  involve  an  action  that  is  solely  ministerial,  secretarial,  manual  or 
clerical.  Thus,  for  example,  a Form  700  Statement  of  Economic  Interests  ("SEI")  filer 
who  asks  Ethics  Commission  staff  where  to  obtain  the  Form  700  is  not  a restricted 
source;  a Form  700  SEI  filer  who  during  the  past  12  months  requested  a waiver  of  late 
fines  is  a restricted  source. 

Are  there  exceptions  to  the  ban  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources? 

Yes.  There  are  several  exemptions,  the  most  notable  of  which  are  listed  below.  Please  note, 
however,  that  other  laws  may  prohibit  or  limit  employees  and  officers  from  receiving  certain 
gifts.  For  more  information  about  these  laws,  see  the  Manual  on  Governmental  Ethics  Laws, 
available  online  at  sfgov.org/ethics  and  from  the  Ethics  Commission. 

1 . Voluntary  gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per  occasion. 
However,  this  exception  is  limited  to  no  more  than  four  occasions  per  year.  In 
addition,  if  the  restricted  source  is  a source  of  gifts  that  must  be  reported  on  an  officer 
or  employee’s  Form  700,  the  officer  or  employee  must  report  such  gifts  if  they  total 
$50  or  more  in  a calendar  year. 

2.  Voluntary  gifts  of  food  or  drink,  regardless  of  value,  to  be  shared  in  the  office  among 
officers  and  employees. 

3.  Free  attendance  at  a widely  attended  convention,  conference,  seminar  or  symposium. 
This  may  include  waiver  of  all  or  part  of  a conference  fee,  the  provision  of  local 
transportation,  the  provision  of  food,  refreshments,  entertainment  or  instructional 
materials  furnished  to  all  attendees,  or  attendance  at  “meet  and  greet”  events  and 
meals  offered  in  connection  with  the  event  where  networking  opportunities  may 
enable  the  officer  or  employee  to  establish  working  relationships  that  may  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  the  City. 

What  is  the  ban  on  gifts  from  subordinates? 

Generally,  no  officer  or  employee  may  solicit  or  accept  any  gift  from  a subordinate  or  a candidate 
or  applicant  for  a position  as  an  employee  or  subordinate  under  the  officer  or  employee.  There 
are  exemptions  to  this  rule,  which  are  set  forth  in  Regulation  3.216(c)-l . Under  the  new 
regulation,  a supervisor  may  accept  a gift,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less 
per  occasion,  given  on  occasions  on  which  gifts  are  traditionally  given,  such  as  birthdays  or 
certain  holidays. 

What  should  you  do  if  you  have  questions? 

Contact  the  Ethics  Commission  by  calling  415.252.3100,  or  emailing 
ethics.commmision(a;sfgov.org,  or  writing  to  us  at  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  220,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102. 
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San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code  sections  regarding  Gifts 


SEC.  3.216.  GIFTS. 

(a)  Prohibition  on  Bribery.  No  person  shall  offer  or  make,  and  no  officer  or  employee 
shall  accept,  any  gift  with  the  intent  that  the  City  officer  or  employee  will  be  influenced 
thereby  in  the  performance  of  any  official  act. 

(b)  General  gift  restrictions.  In  addition  to  the  gift  limits  imposed  by  California 
Government  Code  section  89503,  section  3.1-101  of  the  Campaign  and  Governmental 
Conduct  Code  and  any  subsequent  amendments  to  those  sections,  no  officer  or  employee 
of  the  City  and  County  shall  solicit  or  accept  any  gift  from  a person  who  the  officer  or 
employee  know’s  or  has  reason  to  know  is  a restricted  source. 

(1)  Restricted  Source.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  a restricted  source  means:  (A)  a 
person  doing  business  with  or  seeking  to  do  business  with  the  department  of  the  officer  or 
employee;  (B)  any  person  who  during  the  prior  1 2 months  knowingly  attempted  to 
influence  the  officer  or  employee  in  any  legislative  or  administrative  action. 

(2)  Gift.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  gift  has  the  same  meaning  as  under 
the  Political  Reform  Act,  California  Government  Code  section  81000  et.  seq.,  and  the 
regulations  adopted  thereunder,  including  any  subsequent  amendments.  Gifts  exempted 
from  the  limits  imposed  by  California  Government  Code  section  89503  and  section  3.1- 
101  of  the  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code  shall  also  be  exempted  from  the 
prohibition  set  forth  in  this  subsection 

(3)  Regulations.  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  issue  regulations  implementing  this 
section,  including  regulations  exempting  voluntary  gifts  that  are  nominal  in  value  such  as 
gifts  that  are  given  by  vendors  to  clients  or  customers  in  the  normal  course  of  business. 
Adjustment  of  gift  limits.  The  Ethics  Commission  is  authorized  to  adjust  annually  the 
gift  limits  imposed  by  this  section  to  reflect  changes  in  the  California  Consumer  Price 
Index. 

(c)  Gifts  from  Subordinates.  No  officer  or  employee  shall  solicit  or  accept  any 
gratuity  in  money  or  other  valuable  thing,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  from  any 
subordinate  or  employee  or  from  any  candidate  or  applicant  for  a position  as  employee  or 
subordinate  under  him  or  her.  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  issue  regulations 
implementing  this  Section,  including  regulations  exempting  voluntary  gifts  that  are  given 
or  received  for  special  occasions  or  under  other  circumstances  in  which  gifts  are 
traditionally  given  or  exchanged. 

(d)  Gifts  of  Travel. 

(1)  Gifts  to  Elected  Officers.  In  addition  to  the  gift  limits  and  reporting  requirements 
imposed  by  the  Political  Reform  Act  and  this  Code,  no  elected  officer  may  accept  a gift 
of  transportation,  lodging,  or  subsistence  for  any  out-of-state  trip  paid  for  in  part  by  an 
entity  other  than  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  another  governmental  body,  or  a 
bona  fide  educational  institution,  defined  in  Section  203  of  the  Revenue  and  taxation 
Code,  unless  the  officer  has  first  disclosed  on  a form  filed  with  the  Ethics  Commission: 
(A)  the  name  of  the  entity  and  the  total  amount  that  will  be  paid  by  the  entity  to  fund  the 
trip,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  amount  directly  related  to  the  cost  of  the  elected 
officer’s  transportation,  lodging,  and  subsistence; 
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(B)  the  name,  occupation  and  employer  of  any  contributor  who  has  contributed  more  than 
$500  to  the  entity  funding  the  trip  and  whose  contributions  were  used  in  whole  or  in  part 
to  fund  the  trip; 

(C)  a description  of  the  purpose  of  the  trip  and  the  itinerary;  and 

(D)  the  name  of  any  individual  accompanying  the  official  on  the  trip  who  is: 

(1)  a City  employee  required  to  file  a Statement  of  Economic  Interests, 

(ii)  a lobbyist  or  campaign  consultant  registered  with  the  Ethics  Commission, 

(iii)  an  employee  of  or  individual  who  has  any  ownership  interest  in  a lobbyist  or 
campaign  consultant  registered  with  the  Ethics  Commission,  or 

(iv)  an  employee  or  officer  of  the  entity  that  will  pay  for  the  gift  of  transportation, 
lodging,  or  subsistence. 

(2)  Gifts  to  the  City.  In  addition  to  any  other  reporting  requirements  imposed  by  the 
Political  Reform  Act  or  local  law,  an  elected  officer  shall  file  a form  with  the  Ethics 
Commission  disclosing  the  information  required  under  subsections  (d)(l)(A)-(D)  of  this 
Section  before  accepting  a gift  of  transportation,  lodging,  or  subsistence  for  any  out-of- 
state  trip  paid  for  by  the  City  in  whole  or  in  part  with  funds  donated  from  an  entity  other 
than  another  governmental  body  or  a bona  fide  educational  institution,  as  defined  in 
Section  203  of  the  Revenue  and  taxation  Code. 

(3)  Reimbursement  of  Gifts  of  Travel.  In  addition  to  any  other  reporting  requirements 
imposed  by  the  Political  Reform  Act  or  local  law,  an  elected  officer  who  reimburses  an 
entity  for  a gift  of  transportation,  lodging  or  subsistence  related  to  out-of-state  travel  in 
order  to  avoid  having  received  or  accepted  the  gift  shall  file  a form  with  the  Ethics 
Commission  within  30  days  of  such  reimbursement  disclosing: 

(A)  the  name  of  the  entity  that  originally  paid  for  the  transportation,  lodging  or 
subsistence; 

(B)  the  amount  paid  by  the  entity  for  the  elected  officer's  transportation,  lodging  or 
subsistence; 

(C)  the  amount  reimbursed  by  the  elected  officer  to  the  entity  and  the  process  used  to 
determine  the  fair-market  value  of  that  amount;  and 

(D)  a description  of  the  purpose  of  the  trip  and  the  itinerary. 

(4)  Format.  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  provide  forms  for  the  disclosure  required  by 
this  subsection  and  shall  make  the  completed  forms  available  on  its  website. 

(5)  Definition.  For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  the  term  “elected  officer”  means  the 
Mayor,  member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  City  Attorney,  District  Attorney,  Public 
Defender,  Treasurer,  and  Sheriff. 

(e)  Additional  Restrictions.  Nothing  in  this  Section  shall  prohibit  a City  department, 
agency,  board  or  commission  from  imposing  additional  gift  restrictions  on  its  officers  or 
employees. 

(Added  by  Proposition  E,  1 1/4/2003;  Ord.  128-06,  App.  6/22/06;  Ord.  301-06,  App. 
12/18/06.) 
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Regulations  Regarding  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  and  Subordinates 
(Effective  July  13.  2007) 

Regulation  3.216(b)-l.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  - Definition  of  “doing 
business”  with  the  department 

As  used  in  section  3.216(b)(1),  “doing  business”  with  the  department  of  the  officer  or 
employee  means  entering  into  or  performing  pursuant  to  a contract  with  the  department 
of  the  officer  or  employee.  “Doing  business”  does  not  include  the  receipt  of  or  payment 
for  services  normally  rendered  by  the  City  to  residents  and  businesses  such  as  sewer 
service,  water  and  power,  street  maintenance  and  the  like  or  providing  a grant  to  a City 
department. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-2.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  - Definition  of  “knowingly 
attempted  to  influence  the  officer  or  employee  in  any  legislative  or  administrative 
action” 

Except  as  provided  below,  “knowingly  attempted  to  influence  the  officer  or  employee  in 
any  legislative  or  administrative  action,”  as  used  in  section  3.216(b)(1),  means  the 
person  has  contacted  or  appeared  before  the  employee  or  officer  with  an  intent  to 
influence  a decision  of  the  employee  or  officer,  or  the  person  otherwise  has  attempted  to 
influence  the  officer  or  employee.  The  phrase  “intent  to  influence”  means  any 
communication  made  for  the  purpose  of  supporting,  promoting,  influencing,  modifying, 
opposing,  delaying  or  advancing  a governmental  decision.  Notwithstanding  the 
foregoing,  the  following  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  an  intent  to  influence  an  officer  or 
employee  in  any  legislative  or  administrative  action  for  the  purposes  of  section 
3.216(b)(1):  communications  that  (a)  involve  only  routine  requests  for  information  such 
as  a request  for  publicly  available  documents;  (b)  are  made  as  a panelist  or  speaker  at  a 
conference  or  similar  public  event  for  educational  purposes  or  to  disseminate  research 
and  the  subject  matter  does  not  pertain  to  a specific  action  or  proceeding;  (c)  are  made 
while  attending  a general  informational  meeting,  seminar,  or  similar  event;  (d)  are  made 
to  the  press;  (e)  involve  an  action  that  is  solely  ministerial,  secretarial,  manual  or  clerical; 
or  (f)  constitute  oral  or  written  public  comment  that  becomes  part  of  the  record  of  a 
public  hearing. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-3.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  - Definition  of  department 

(a)  As  used  in  section  3.216(b)  the  term  “department”  shall  mean: 

(1)  The  department,  board,  commission,  office  or  other  unit  of  government  for 
which  a City  officer  or  employee  directly  serves; 

(2)  Any  department,  board,  commission,  office  or  other  unit  of  government  to 
which  an  officer  or  employee  is  loaned; 

(3)  Any  other  department,  board,  commission,  office  or  other  unit  of 
government  subject  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  department  for  which  a City  officer 
or  employee  directly  serves. 

(b)  The  following  factors  shall  be  used  to  determine  the  department  for  which  a City 
officer  or  employee  directly  serves: 

(1)  what  government  unit  controls  the  budget,  personnel  and  other  operations 
related  to  the  officer  or  employee's  position; 
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(2)  where  the  officer  or  employee's  position  is  listed  in  the  City's  conflict  of 
interest  code  (Article  III,  Chapter  1 of  the  San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental 
Conduct  Code); 

(3)  whether  the  law  creating  a department  suggests  that  it  is  a separate  entity;  and 

(4)  any  other  factors  the  Ethics  Commission  deems  relevant. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-4.  Definition  of  person 

(a)  For  the  purposes  of  section  3.216(b),  the  term  "person"  shall  mean  any  individual, 
partnership,  corporation,  association,  firm,  committee,  club  or  other  organization  or 
group  of  persons,  however  organized. 

(b)  A person  shall  not  be  deemed  a restricted  source  solely  because  that  person  is 
employed  by  a restricted  source,  provided  that  the  gift  is  neither  paid  for  by  the  employer 
nor  provided  at  the  direction  of  the  employer. 

(c)  A person  shall  not  be  deemed  a restricted  source  solely  because  that  person 
employs  a restricted  source,  except  that  the  employer  shall  be  deemed  a restricted  source 
if  the  employee  is  doing  business  or  seeking  to  do  business  with  the  department  or 
attempting  to  influence  the  employee  or  officer  either: 

(1)  at  the  direction  of  the  employer, 

(2)  in  connection  with  his  or  her  duties  as  an  employee,  or 

(3)  regarding  a matter  that  will  achieve,  defeat,  aid  or  hinder  a goal  or  purpose 
that  the  employee  is  required  or  expected  to  achieve,  defeat,  aid  or  hinder  in  the  course  of 
employment. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-5.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources — Exemptions 

The  following  are  not  gifts  subject  to  the  ban  in  section  3.216(b). 

(a)  Voluntary  gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per 
occasion,  provided  that  no  officer  or  employee  may  receive  gifts  from  any  restricted 
source  under  this  exception  on  more  than  four  occasions  during  a calendar  year. 

(b)  Voluntary  gifts,  of  food  and  drink,  without  regard  to  value,  to  be  shared  in  the 
office  among  officers  and  employees. 

(c)  Free  attendance  at  a widely  attended  convention,  conference,  seminar,  or 
symposium  where  attendance  is  appropriate  to  the  official  duties  of  the  officer  or 
employee  and  the  donor  provides  the  free  attendance  voluntarily. 

(1)  “Free  attendance”  may  include  waiver  of  all  or  part  of  a conference  or  other 
fee,  the  provision  of  local  transportation,  or  the  provision  of  food,  refreshments, 
entertainment  or  instructional  material  furnished  to  all  attendees  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
event.  “Free  attendance”  may  also  include  attendance  at  meet-and-greet  or  hospitality 
sessions  and  meals  offered  in  connection  with  the  convention,  conference,  seminar,  or 
symposium  where  networking  or  discussion  opportunities  may  enable  the  officer  or 
employee  to  establish  working  relationships  that  may  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  City.  The 
term  does  not  include  entertainment  collateral  to  the  event. 

(2)  A “widely  attended”  event  is  an  event  that  is  open  to  individuals  from 
throughout  a given  industry  or  profession,  or  an  event  that  is  open  to  individuals  who 
represent  a range  of  persons  interested  in  a given  matter. 

(3)  An  officer  or  employee  who  attends  such  an  event  may  not  accept  a sponsor’s 
offer  of  free  attendance  at  the  event  for  an  accompanying  individual. 
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(d)  Voluntary  meals  from  a member  of  the  investment,  financial,  or  banking  community 
provided  to  officers  and  employees  who  are  responsible  for  managing  investments  or 
debt  obligations  on  behalf  of  the  City7,  provided  that  (i)  such  meals  are  necessary  to 
discuss  City'  investments  or  financial  transactions  in  order  to  cultivate  and  maintain 
working  relationships  between  the  City  and  the  investment,  financial,  or  banking 
community:  (ii)  management  of  the  City’s  investments  or  debt  is  discussed  during  the 
meal;  and  (iii)  the  person  providing  the  meal  is  not  negotiating  a contract  with  the 
department  of  the  officer  or  employee.  For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  “investment, 
financial,  or  banking  community7”  includes  investment  managers;  firms  that  market  and 
sell  municipal  securities  in  the  tax-exempt  and  taxable  markets  including  entities  that 
support  financing  transactions  such  as  bond  insurers,  rating  agencies,  credit  banks,  bond 
and  disclosure  counsel,  financial  advisors,  feasibility  consultants  and  trust  agents:  the 
custodian  bank;  and  consultants  who  contract  to  assist  the  business  of  the  retirement  trust. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "negotiating  a contract"  means  communicating  with 
the  department  of  the  officer  or  employee  regarding  a proposal  to  adopt  or  change  a 
material  term  of  an  existing  or  prospective  contract.  A person  is  "negotiating  a contract" 
from  the  date  that  the  person  or  the  department  makes  the  proposal  until  the  date  of  the 
approval  of  the  contract  or  the  date  that  the  person  or  the  department  communicates  to  the 
other  party  that  negotiations  for  the  contract  have  terminated. 

(e)  Voluntary7  meals  or  vessel  boardings  or  vessel  trips  that  do  not  extend  overnight  from 
a member  of  the  maritime  industry7  provided  to  officers  and  employees  who  are 
responsible  for  managing  the  Port's  maritime  commerce  portfolio,  provided  that  (i)  such 
meals  or  vessel  boardings  or  trips  are  necessary  to  cultivate  and  maintain  working 
relationships  between  the  Port  and  the  maritime  industry",  (ii)  management  of  the  Port's 
maritime  commerce  portfolio  is  discussed  during  the  meal,  vessel  boarding  or  trip:  and 
(iii)  the  person  providing  the  meal,  or  vessel  boarding  or  trip  is  not  negotiating  a contract 
with  the  Port  at  the  time  of  the  meal  or  vessel  boarding  or  trip.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  “maritime  industry”  means  individuals  and  entities  engaged  in:  cruise  and 
cargo  shipping;  ship  repair,  commercial  and  sport  fishing;  ferry  and  excursion  operations: 
harbor  services  such  as  pilots,  tugboats,  barges,  water-taxis,  lay-berthing  and  other  ship 
services;  terminal  management:  stevedoring  and  longshore  labor;  facility  and  ship 
security.  "Managing  die  Port's  maritime  commerce  portfolio"  includes:  managing  and 
marketing  the  Port  to  the  maritime  industry,  promoting  Port  maritime  facilities  to 
potential  and  existing  customers;  ensuring  compliance  with  federal  security  mandates  and 
providing  environmental  stewardship;  and  operating  the  City’s  cruise  and  cargo 
terminals,  ferry  terminals,  shipyards  and  dry-docks.  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  Hyde  Street 
commercial  fishing  harbors,  excursion  terminals  and  harbor  service  facilities  for  pilots, 
tugboats,  barges,  water-taxis,  lay-berthing  and  other  ship  services.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  "negotiating  a contract"  means  communicating  with  the  Port  regarding  a 
proposal  to  adopt  or  change  a material  term  of  an  existing  or  prospective  contract.  A 
person  is  "negotiating  a contract"  from  the  date  that  the  person  or  the  Port  makes  the 
proposal  until  the  date  of  the  approv  al  of  the  contract  or  the  date  that  the  person  or  the 
Port  communicates  to  the  other  party  that  negotiations  for  the  contract  have  terminated. 
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(f).  Voluntary  meals  from  a member  of  the  aviation  industry  provided  to  officers  and 
employees  who  are  responsible  for  managing  and  marketing  the  Airport  to  the  aviation 
industry,  provided  that  (i)  such  meals  are  necessary  to  cultivate  and  maintain  working 
relationships  between  the  Airport  and  aviation  industry  representatives;  (ii)  the  aviation 
industry's  business  relationship  with  the  Airport  is  discussed  during  the  meal;  and  (iii)  the 
person  providing  the  meal  is  not,  at  the  time  of  the  meal,  negotiating  contract  benefits  on 
terms  that  the  Airport  does  not  otherwise  offer  to  all  similarly  situated  airlines  currently 
under  contract  with  the  Airport.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  “aviation  industry” 
means  individuals  and  entities  engaged  in:  air  cargo  shipping;  general  and  business 
aviation  and  commercial  airlines;  air  tourism;  airline  service  related  associations  and 
agencies;  joint  marketing  programs  with  non-competitive  airports  to  enhance  air  service 
to  the  public;  and  facility  and  airline  security.  "Managing  and  marketing  the  Airport  " 
includes:  managing  and  marketing  the  Airport  to  the  aviation  industry;  promoting  Airport 
facilities  to  potential  and  existing  customers;  ensuring  compliance  with  federal  security 
mandates  and  providing  environmental  stewardship;  and  operating  the  Airport's  airfield, 
facilities  and  terminals.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "negotiating  contract 
benefits"  means  communicating  with  the  Airport  regarding  a proposal  to  adopt  or  change 
a material  term  of  an  existing  or  prospective  contract  to  include  commercial  benefits  that 
the  Airport  does  not  otherwise  offer  to  all  similarly  situated  airlines  currently  under 
contract  with  the  Airport.  A person  is  "negotiating  contract  benefits"  from  the  date  that 
the  Airport  considers  the  proposal  until  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  contract  or  the  date 
that  the  Airport  communicates  to  the  other  party  that  negotiations  for  the  contract  benefits 
have  terminated. 

Example:  A restricted  source  sends  five  pizzas  to  a department  as  a goodwill 
gesture.  Because  this  is  a gift  to  the  office,  staff  may  share  the  pizza. 

Example:  A restricted  source  sends  two  opening  day  Giants  ballgame  tickets  to  a 
staff  person.  The  staff  person  may  not  accept  the  tickets  because  their  value  exceeds  $25. 

Example:  A restricted  source  sends  a baseball  cap  to  the  department  head.  The 
department  head  may  accept  the  baseball  cap  because  its  value  is  $25  or  less,  provided 
that  the  department  head  has  not  already  accepted  gifts  with  a value  of  $25  or  less  from 
the  restricted  source  on  four  occasions  during  the  calendar  year. 

Example:  Staff  of  a department  are  invited  to  a morning  training  event  that  is 
sponsored  by  a restricted  source.  Staff  who  attend  the  session  may  accept  food  and 
beverages  that  are  offered  at  the  event  such  as  coffee,  tea,  juice,  pastry  or  bagels,  because 
their  value  do  not  exceed  $25,  provided  that  such  staff  has  not  already  accepted  such  food 
and  beverages  from  the  restricted  source  on  four  occasions  during  the  calendar  year. 

Example:  Staff  of  a City  department  are  invited  to  attend  a forum  on  best 
practices  in  the  industry  that  is  sponsored  by  a restricted  source.  At  this  conference,  staff 
may  accept  food,  refreshments,  entertainment  or  instructional  material  furnished  to  all 
attendees  as  an  integral  part  of  the  event. 
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Regulation  3. 2 1 6(c)- 1:  Gifts  from  Subordinates 

(a)  Prohibition  on  gifts. 

(1)  For  the  purposes  of  section  3.216(c),  a City  officer  or  employee  may  not 
solicit  or  accept  from  a subordinate  employee  any  gift,  as  defined  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section. 

(2)  Gifts  permitted  under  this  section  remain  subject  to  any  other  applicable  laws 
and  rules,  including  but  not  limited  to  state  and  local  limits  on  gifts  to  designated 
employees  (Cal.  Gov't  Code  § 89503;  C&GCC  § 3.1-101),  the  City's  prohibition  on  gifts 
given  in  exchange  for  appointments  or  promotions  (C&GCC  § 3.208),  and  the  City's 
prohibition  on  bribery  (C&GCC  § 3.216);  the  City's  limits  on  gifts  from  restricted 
sources  (C&GCC  § 3.216);  the  City's  limits  on  gifts  from  lobbyists  (C&GCC  § 2.1 15), 
and  any  departmental  rules  on  gifts. 

(b)  Definitions.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  following  definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  Applicant  or  candidate.  An  applicant  or  candidate  for  a position  as  a 
subordinate  means  any  person  who  has  communicated,  orally  or  in  writing,  to  a City 
officer  or  employee  acting  in  an  official  capacity,  that  the  person  wants  to  be  considered 
for  the  position. 

(2)  Gift. 

(A)  Except  as  provided  in  (B),  a gift  is  any  payment  that  confers  a personal 
benefit  on  the  recipient  to  the  extent  that  consideration  of  equal  or  greater 
value  is  not  received  and  includes  a rebate  or  discount  in  the  price  of  anything 
of  value  unless  the  rebate  or  discount  is  made  in  the  regular  course  of 
business  to  members  of  the  public  without  regard  to  official  status. 

(B)  The  following,  voluntarily  given,  are  not  gifts  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section. 

(i)  Gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per  occasion,  given 
on  occasions  on  which  gifts  are  traditionally  given. 

(ii)  Gifts,  such  as  food  and  drink,  without  regard  to  value,  to  be  shared  in  the  office 
among  employees. 

(iii)  Personal  hospitality  provided  at  a residence  that  is  of  a type  and  value  customarily 
provided  by  the  employee  to  personal  friends. 

(iv)  Items  given  in  connection  with  the  receipt  of  personal  hospitality  if  of  a type  and 
value  customarily  provided  by  the  employee  on  such  occasions. 

(v)  A gift  of  any  value  given  in  recognition  of  an  occasion  of  special  personal 
significance. 

(vi)  A gift  of  any  value  given  in  recognition  of  an  occasion  that  terminates  a 
subordinate  relationship. 

(vii)  Informational  material  that  serves  primarily  to  convey  information  and  which  is 
provided  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  recipient  in  the  performance  of  his  or  her 
official  duties  and  may  include  books,  reports,  pamphlets,  calendars,  or 
periodicals. 

(viii)  Gifts  from  an  individual's  spouse,  domestic  partner,  child,  parent,  grandparent 
grandchild,  brother,  sister,  parent-in-law,  brother-in-law,  sister-in-law,  nephew, 
niece,  aunt,  uncle,  or  first  cousin  or  the  spouse  or  domestic  partner  of  any  such 
person,  provided  that  a gift  from  any  such  person  shall  be  considered  a gift  if  the 
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donor  is  acting  as  an  agent  or  intermediary  for  any  person  not  covered  by  this 
paragraph. 

(ix)  Campaign  contributions  required  to  be  reported  under  the  Government  Code, 

Title  9,  Chapter  4 (commencing  with  Section  84100)  and  the  Campaign  and 
Governmental  Conduct  Code,  Article  I (commencing  with  Section  1.100). 

(x)  Any  devise  or  inheritance. 

(xi)  Personalized  plaques  and  trophies  with  an  individual  value  of  less  than  two 
hundred  fifty  dollars  ($250). 

(xii)  A gift  that,  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  the  gift,  the  donor  either  pays  for,  returns 
unused,  or  donates  unused  to  a government  or  a nonprofit  entity  exempt  from 
taxation  under  Section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  without  being 
claimed  as  a charitable  contribution  for  tax  purposes. 

(xiii)  A ticket  to  a fundraiser  for  an  organization  exempt  from  taxation  under  section 

501(c  )(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  or  for  a political  committee  or  candidate. 

(xiv)  A gift  given  directly  to  members  of  the  immediate  family  of  an  officer  or 
employee,  provided  that  the  gift  is  not  used  or  disposed  of  by  the  officer  or 
employee  or  given  to  the  officer  or  employee  by  the  recipient  family  member  for 
the  officer's  or  employee's  disposition  or  use  at  the  discretion  of  the  officer  or 
employee.  A gift  is  given  directly  to  a family  member  of  the  officer  or  employee 
if  the  family  member's  name  or  designation  appears  in  the  address  or 
communication  tendering  or  offering  the  gift  and  the  gift  is  intended  for  the 
family  member's  use  and  enjoyment.  A gift  given  to  the  family  member  of  an 
officer  or  employee  will  be  considered  a gift  to  the  officer  or  employee  if  the 
officer  or  employee  exercises  discretion  and  control  over  who  will  use  the  gift.  If 
the  officer  or  employee  enjoys  a direct  benefit  from  a gift  to  the  immediate  family 
of  the  officer  or  employee,  the  full  value  of  the  gift  will  be  attributable  to  the 
official. 

(1)  Occasion  on  which  gifts  are  traditionally  given.  An  occasion  on  which  gifts  are 
traditionally  given  includes  any  holiday  traditionally  associated  with  gift  giving, 
such  as  Christmas  and  Chanukah,  as  well  as  birthdays  or  thanking  a person  for  a 
kindness  or  good  deed. 

(2)  Occasion  of  special  personal  significance.  An  occasion  of  special  personal 
significance  is  any  occasion  that  does  not  typically  occur  on  a regular  basis  and 
that  is  of  personal  significance  to  the  recipient  of  the  gift,  as  opposed  to  a general 
holiday  or  recurring  event  such  as  a birthday.  Examples  of  such  an  event  include 
marriage,  birth  or  adoption  of  a child,  graduation  or  illness. 

(3)  Occasion  that  terminates  a subordinate  relationship.  An  occasion  that  terminates  a 
subordinate  relationship  is  any  event  severing  the  relationship,  including  but  not 
limited  to  retirement,  transfer,  or  promotion. 

(4)  Receipt  of  gift.  A gift  is  received  when  a person  exercises  control  over  the  gift. 

(5)  Subordinate  employee.  An  employee  is  a subordinate  employee  of  any  person 
whose  official  City  responsibilities  include  directing  or  evaluating  the 
performance  of  the  employee  or  any  of  the  employee's  supervisors. 

(6)  Value.  The  value  of  a gift  is  determined  by  the  actual  value  or  where  the  actual 
value  is  unknown,  making  a reasonable  good  faith  estimate  of  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  item  or  service,  comparing  where  possible  similar  items  or  services. 


(7)  Voluntarily.  A gift  is  given  voluntarily  if  it  is  given  freely,  without  pressure  or 
coercion.  A contribution  to  a gift  from  multiple  persons  is  given  voluntarily  if  it  is 
made  in  an  amount  determined  by  the  employee  or  subordinate.  A contribution  to 
a gift  from  multiple  persons  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  given  voluntarily  if 
the  request  for  the  donation  includes  a statement  that  an  employee  may  choose  to 
contribute  less  or  not  at  all. 
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Tuesday,  July  24,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 
Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 . Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5: 10  p.m. 

Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  (5:25  p.m.),  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  and  Rodriguez  Heyman. 
Excused:  Vice  President  Wald.  Commissioner  King  was  elected  Chair  until  President  Pelosi  joined  the  meeting. 
Introductions  of  new  Commissioners  were  made. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  May  22,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman,  the  May  22,  2007  Commission  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection  (Ayes:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  and  Rodriguez  Heyman;  Absent: 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Vice  President  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  May  22,  2007 
Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML)  httD://sfgov.org/site'sfenvironment  page.asp?jd=6 1786). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  City  Government  Waste  Reduction  and  Recycling.  An  update  will  be  given  on  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance 
compliance  by  City  Departments  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Resource  Conservation 
Ordinance  — 2006  Annual  Report  (PDF)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/ResourceConsQrd2006AnnuaiReDt.pdf  and  Presentation 
(PPT)  http://webl. sfgov.org/siteWloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suDDorting/2007/CQEPresentationonAnnualReport2006ResConsOrd.ppl  . 

SPONSOR:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
SPEAKER:  Julia  Chang,  City  Recycling  Coordinator 

Ms.  Chang  reported  that  she  has  worked  with  City  departments  for  the  past  five  years  on  waste  reduction  efforts  and 
highlighted  some  of  the  achievements  and  challenges  in  City  government  recycling  and  compliance  with  the  Resource 
Conservation  Ordinance,  the  law  that  requires  City  Departments  to  recycle.  It  was  stated  that  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  produces  two  million  tons  of  waste  per  year,  and  our  2005-diversion  (amount  of  waste  recycled,  reused, 
and  diverted  from  the  landfill)  rate  was  69%.  It  was  reported  that  San  Francisco’s  recycling  program  is  divided  by 
customer  type  that  includes  the  commercial,  residential  and  municipal  sectors.  Ms.  Chang  manages  the  waste  for 
municipal  facilities,  which  accounts  for  14%  of  all  of  San  Francisco’s  waste. 

Ms.  Chang  discussed  the  wide  range  of  City  government  facilities  and  operation  types  that  include  office  buildings, 
the  Opera  House,  Recreation  and  Park  Stadium,  Public  Health  (hospitals),  Fire  Department  (firefighters),  and  Public 
Works  (street  cleaning).  A discussion  was  held  on  the  challenges  faced  in  starting  new  recycling  programs  and  the 
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positive  aspect  of  being  able  to  reference  City  law  to  motivate  departments  to  improve  their  recycling.  Ms.  Chang 
presented  a summary  of  waste  reduction  laws  and  policies  that  include  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance,  City 
Composting  Resolution,  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  and  75%  Waste  Diversion  Resolution  by  2010  for  City 
Departments.  It  was  explained  that  recycling  is  not  currently  mandatory  for  businesses  and  residents,  so  City 
government’s  waste  reduction  laws  serve  as  an  example  of  how  mandatory  recycling  can  assist  in  meeting  the  City’s 
diversion  goals. 

Sources  of  City  Government  Waste  by  City  Departments 

• Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  Construction  & Demolition  Waste.  The  majority  of  City 
government  recycling  tonnage  is  a result  of  construction  and  demolition  waste  from  City  buildings. 
Construction  waste  is  easy  to  recycle  and  reuse,  e.g.  the  California  Academy  of  Science  Museum  rebuild, 
where  90%  diversion  was  achieved.  The  Department’s  Recycling  Program  staff  works  with  the  Department 
of  Public  Works,  who  manages  these  projects,  to  develop  recycling  standards  for  construction  projects. 

DPW  Trash  from  Public  Streets.  The  biggest  challenge  is  trash  from  public  streets  and  parks.  Only  16%  of 
55,000  tons  of  waste  per  year  from  public  trash  containers  and  mechanical-street  sweeping  operations  is 
recycled  as  it  is  expensive  and  hazardous  to  separate  recycles  from  public  trash.  The  Department,  DPW,  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  through  a Department  of  Conservation  grant  will  install  over  250  recycling 
tops  on  existing  trash  receptacles  in  high  traffic  areas  to  make  it  easier  for  scavengers  to  retrieve  bottles  and 
cans.  However,  there  are  thousands  of  City  public  receptacles  and  funding  is  not  available  for  all  of  them. 
DPW  is  reducing  the  number  of  public  trash  receptacles  on  the  streets,  which  provides  less  opportunity  to  do 
the  wrong  thing. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  the  Department  had  considered  separate  receptacles  for 
recyclables  only.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  the  reason  for  installing  the  tops  is  because  they  are  self-service  and 
will  facilitate  scavenging— there  is  not  a hauler  that  collects  from  those  tops.  The  economics  and  the 
feasibility  of  separate  cans  have  been  studied,  but  the  problem  that  has  been  encountered  is  contamination,  as 
a lot  of  the  public  does  not  put  the  right  material  in  the  right  bins.  However,  separate  recycling  cans  are  being 
pilot  tested  through  an  effort  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

• Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  Biosolids  from  Wastewater.  Another  large  source  of  City  government 
waste  is  sewage  waste  that  consists  of  wastewater  from  homes,  businesses,  and  stormwater  drains  which  is 
processed  at  PUC  treatment  plants.  The  clean  solids  (90%)  are  reused  as  fertilizer  or  landfill  construction. 

The  challenge  is  maintaining  recycling  markets  for  biosolids,  and  the  Department  is  working  with  PUC  to 
ensure  that  facilities  continue  to  accept  San  Francisco  biosolids  for  land  application. 

• Composting  of  Recreation  and  Park  Yard  Waste.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  manages  over 
2000  acres  of  parks  throughout  the  City.  The  yard  waste  from  the  parks  is  brought  to  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
composted  on-site.  10,000  tons  of  landscape  trimmings  are  turned  into  compost  that  is  sent  back  to 
neighborhood  parks.  The  Department  helped  Recreation  and  Park  Department  pay  for  equipment  used  in  their 
composting  operations. 

• Sheriffs  Department — Composting  Food  Waste  from  Jails.  Some  City  departments  that  generate  food 
waste  send  their  food  scraps  off-site  to  be  composted.  The  Hall  of  Justice  is  the  third  largest  waste  generator 
by  City  location.  The  Department  has  assisted  the  Sheriffs  Department  who  manages  the  jail  at  the  Hall  of 
Justice  with  training,  equipment  and  compostable  bags  to  start  the  program.  They  now  compost  over  500,000 
pounds  per  year;  their  diversion  rate  jumped  from  20  to  47  percent;  and  they  are  saving  $32,000  per  year  on 
trash  costs.  Composting  food  scraps  is  a challenge  because  non-compostable  food  service  ware,  such  as 
plastic,  needs  to  be  separated.  Food  scrap  collection  programs  at  all  departments  have  not  yet  been 
implemented,  but  the  new  Foodservice  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance  will  assist  in  this  effort  as  it  requires  City 
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departments  to  buy  only  recyclable  or  compostable  foodservice  ware.  The  Department  is  working  with 
hospitals  to  make  sure  they  purchase  the  right  type  of  service-ware  to  facilitate  food  scrap  collection. 


• Administrative  Offices — Recycling  Paper,  Bottles,  and  Cans.  All  City  government  offices  have  paper 
and  cardboard  recycling  and  most  have  bottle  and  can  recycling.  On  average,  offices  recycle  50%  of  their 
waste.  The  Department  provides  departments  with  recycling  bins,  stickers,  and  trainings  to  implement  the 
programs. 


Reuse  of  City  Equipment  Virtual  Warehouse.  The  Virtual  Warehouse  is  a program  that  facilitates  the  exchange  of 
City  department  equipment  such  as  office  furniture  and  electronics.  Over  30  tons  of  City  equipment  was  reused  in 
2006,  with  a market  value  of  over  $52,000. 

City  Government  Waste  Generation.  The  City  through  implementation  of  all  of  these  programs  achieved  an  85% 
diversion  rate  in  2005  because  of  an  unusually  large  amount  of  demolition  waste.  The  average  rate  would  be 
approximately  80%.  The  Department  still  has  work  to  do  to  get  City  departments  to  fully  participate  in  recycling  and 
composting  programs  as  some  departments  divert  less  than  30%  of  their  waste. 


Outreach  to  City  Employees.  The  Department’s  main  strategy  is  to  educate  and  train  City  employees  by  working 
with  each  department’s  recycling  coordinator.  In  this  past  year,  94%  of  departments  completed  annual  recycling 
reports,  the  highest  compliance  rate  since  the  inception  of  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance.  Department  staff 
holds  annual  recycling  coordinator  workshops  and  works  with  coordinators  to  train  their  co-workers.  In  2006  alone, 
presentations  were  made  to  over  600  City  employees  on  waste  reduction  procedures. 

Resources  to  City  Departments.  Since  there  are  over  1000  City  locations,  the  Department  relies  on  recycling 
coordinators  to  make  simple  recycling  improvements  to  their  offices,  and  the  Department  serves  as  a resource.  The 
Department  conducts  waste  audits  and  site  visits  to  understand  each  department’s  operations  and  opportunities  for 
improvement;  provides  signage,  recycling  containers  and  other  necessary  equipment;  and  demonstrates  financial 
benefits  of  reducing  waste.  The  Department  has  helped  City  departments  save  over  $450,000  annually  on  trash 
service  costs  and  over  $100,00  on  purchasing  costs. 


Make  it  easy  to  recycle  and  reduce  waste.  The  Department  has  set  up  programs  to  make  it  easy  for  City 
departments  to  recycle  e.g.,  positioning  trash,  recycling,  and  composting  bins  together,  promoting  resource 
conservation,  use  of  double-sided  feature  on  photocopy  machines,  conversion  of  paper  towel  dispensers  to  electric 
hand  driers. 


Work  with  City  Vendors.  Ensure  that  City  products  are  made  of  recycled  content,  require  City  vendors  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  packaging  and  make  sure  it’s  recyclable,  and  where  possible  include  environmental  requirements  in 
service  contracts. 

Enforcement.  The  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Commission  on  the  Environment  are  part  of  the  enforcement 
process  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  program.  The  Department  tracks  how  much  each  department  recycles  and 
composts  and  provides  feedback  to  Recycling  Coordinators  and  Department  heads  with  their  diversion  rate.  The  top 
15  City  waste  generators’  diversion  rate  is  supplied  to  SFStat,  the  City’s  public  report  of  department  performance 
measures.  A Mayor’s  Directive  was  issued  last  fall  to  department  heads  summarizing  all  of  the  City  government 
recycling  laws  and  goals,  and  meetings  have  been  held  with  Directors  to  discuss  their  Department’s  recycling  efforts. 
Several  departments  have  initiated  recycling  teams  and  MTA  has  hired  a full  time  recycling  coordinator.  There  has 
been  recent  progress,  but  the  challenge  will  be  sustaining  the  momentum  and  tackling  projects  such  as  food  scrap 
collection,  public  recycling,  and  helping  City  departments  institutionalize  waste  reduction  practices. 

Ms.  Chang  announced  that  she  would  be  leaving  City  government  employment  and  acknowledged  Ms.  Julie  Bryant, 
City  Recycling  Associate,  for  her  contribution  and  who  would  continue  to  work  on  recycling  program  efforts. 
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Commissioner  Martin  supported  the  concept  of  resource  conservation  and  noted  the  Sheriff  Department’s  composting 
of  over  500,000  pounds  annually  which  if  it  is  a 1000  bed  facility  works  out  to  7000  per  person  per  day. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  was  an  audit  prepared  to  determine  if  that  much  had  been  diverted  to  the  dump. 
Ms.  Chang  explained  that  the  figure  accounts  for  foodservice  ware  such  as  napkins,  and  paper  towels,  etc.  but  stated 
that  a request  should  be  made  to  the  Sheriffs  Department  to  make  sure  they  are  more  efficient  with  food  distribution. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  there  had  been  outreach  efforts  to  other  municipalities  to  help  them  leam 
and  use  methods  that  have  been  effective  in  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  there  have  been  a couple  of 
Northern  California  Recycling  Coordinator  group  meetings  on  how  to  collaborate  efforts.  The  Department  has  also 
been  approached  by  the  Clinton  Initiative  to  teach  other  municipalities  from  other  states.  It  was  explained  that 
Northern  California  groups  were  mostly  on  the  same  page,  but  other  states  would  require  more  effort.  Ms.  Chang 
stated  that  the  most  effective  outreach  method  has  been  to  share  information  through  conferences.  Ms.  Bryant  would 
be  making  a presentation  at  the  State  Recycling  Conference  to  educate  other  municipalities  about  the  Department’s 
outreach. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  sometimes  department  staff  is  willing  to  participate  in  recycling  efforts,  but  the 
infrastructure  is  not  available  to  accommodate  the  effort.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  are  various  Public 
Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  meetings  held  at  1 145  and  1155  Market  Street  and  indicated  that  the  people  are  willing 
to  compost  and  to  buy  compostable  plates,  but  there  is  no  pickup  of  compostables  and  no  place  to  store  them.  Is  there 
a way  from  a building  or  a floor  level,  that  pickup  service  could  be  requested?  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  if  a department 
would  be  willing  to  take  that  on  as  a project,  the  Department  would  support  them.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department 
of  Human  Resources  just  instituted  a food  scrap  composting  within  their  office  space.  Before  that,  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  was  the  only  department  composting  within  an  office.  The  priority  at  this  time  is  to  focus  where 
most  of  the  food  is  generated,  e.g.  San  Francisco  General  and  Laguna  Honda  Hospitals,  and  they  have  yet  to  start 
programs.  However,  if  a department  would  be  willing  to  start  the  program,  the  Department  would  accommodate 
them. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  the  motivation  for  a lot  of  people  to  start  recycling  would  be  to  offset  garbage  costs. 
From  a neighborhood  level,  they  are  just  getting  people  to  recycle,  but  it  has  been  tough  to  get  people  to  compost. 
Commissioner  King  suggested  making  it  profitable  for  City  departments  and  community  members  to  compost  in 
order  to  provide  incentives  to  the  program.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  a lot  of  outreach  has  been  done  to  discuss  the 
financial  incentives  of  composting,  but  the  people  that  are  being  met  with  don’t  always  see  the  trash  bill  so  there  is  no 
connection  made.  It  was  explained  that  the  Department  recently  held  a workshop  with  department  finance  officers  to 
teach  them  about  the  financial  incentives.  Commissioner  King  recommended  offering  Recycling  Coordinators  a 
bonus  for  taking  on  an  additional  task  that  is  not  part  of  their  initial  job  description  in  order  to  provide  incentives  for 
them  to  reach  higher  goals.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  recommended  adding  a logo  to  their  business  card 
with  their  Recycling  Coordinator  title.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  staff  tribs  .tb  'dd  as  much  positive  enforcement  as  they 
can  and  will  erilail  the  department  head  about  a stellar  performance  by  a Recycling  Coordinator.  It  was  stated  that  the 

Department  would  continue  to  work  on  this  effort. 

' 

5.  Report  on  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  progress  and  presentation  of  San  Francisco  Approved 
Product  List.  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Progress  Report  on  San  Francisco's 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  (Word)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/uDioadedfiies/ReDortPPO0724Q7VetC.doc . San  Francisco 
Approved  Product  Lists  (PDF)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/AppendixBTargetedProductCategories.pdfl.  and  Product  Category 
Scoresheet  (PDF)  http://web  1 .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/AppendixAscoresheet.pdfl ■ 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  City  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator 

Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  and  Green  Building  Program  Manager,  stated 
that  the  Commission  has  been  incredibly  involved  in  San  Francisco’s  effort  to  implement  the  Precautionary  Principle. 
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It  was  explained  that  after  the  Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance  was  created  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance 
was  implemented  in  order  to  apply  the  themes  of  precaution  to  City  government  purchases.  Ms.  Raphael  brought  the 
Commissioners’  attention  to  the  table  on  page  4,  “Review  on  Implementation  of  San  Francisco  Precautionary 
Purchasing  Ordinance,  July  2005-July  2007”,  that  was  created  through  an  effort  by  non-profit  organizations  and  City 
government  to  determine  what  we  wanted  to  accomplish  in  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance.  The  table  shows 
overarching  broad  environmental  goals  that  were  agreed  to  and  product  categories  that  we  buy  that  can  impact  those 
goals. 

Ms.  Raphael  described  the  table  “Specifications  addressed  by  San  Francisco’s  Green  Purchasing  Activities”  (PDF) 

httD://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromiient/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/SFGreenPurchasingActivities.pdf  which  shows  examples  of 

what  is  being  purchased  and  criteria  used  in  which  to  judge  and  select  products  that  are  the  most  environmentally 
preferable.  It  was  stated  that  purchasing  is  a powerful  step  that  local  governments  can  take  to  effect  change.  The 
criteria  being  used  to  determine  which  products  are  environmentally  preferable  is  robust,  transparent,  and  defensible. 
We  have  created  a real  model  for  the  rest  of  the  country  in  demonstrating  the  capacity  of  purchasing  to  make  change. 

Mr.  Chris  Geiger  stated  that  Ms.  Chang’s  influence  was  very  strong  in  the  green  purchasing  and  recycling  programs 
and  commended  her  work  in  outreach  to  City  departments.  Credit  was  given  to  all  staff  members  involved  in  green 
purchasing,  Ms.  Julie  Bryant,  Ms.  Deanna  Simon  (lamps  project),  and  Ms.  Vandana  Bali  (biodiesel  fuels).  Mr. 

Geiger  explained  that  one  of  the  most  important  priorities  in  the  Ordinance  was  to  have  transparent  democratic 
decision-making  and  to  have  the  opportunity  for  the  community  and  staff  to  be  involved.  A series  of  three  public 
meetings  were  well  attended  considering  the  topic  was  a discussion  on  City  purchases.  The  product  of  the  meeting 
was  the  Targeted  Product  Categories  List  for  2006-08  (PDF) 

http://webi.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiies/AppendixBTargetedProductCategories.pdf.  required  by  the  Ordinance  to  identify  broad  categories 
of  products  that  the  City  considers  to  be  its  highest  priority  for  implementing  environmentally  friendly  purchasing 
specifications.  The  process  helped  in  developing  a Product  Category  Scoresheet  (PDF) 

http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/AppendixAscoresheet.pdf.  Once  that  process  was  completed,  interaction  began  with  City 
department  end  users  that  purchase/use  the  selected  products.  Mr.  Geiger  reported  that  about  100  trainings  or 
meetings  were  held  with  end  users  in  the  past  two  years  since  the  Ordinance  was  established,  and  have  now  been 
expanded  to  include  vendors. 

Mr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Green  Purchasing  Program  worked  on  thirteen  product  types  in  nine  citywide 
commodities  contracts,  with  six  of  those  contracts  being  awarded  during  the  period  of  July  2005-July  2007  (page  3 of 
“Progress  Report”).  Asterisks  indicate  new  approved  product  lists  that  were  developed.  A detailed  summary  of  those 
contracts  were  presented  on  and  included  on  pages  5-17. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  about  the  mechanism  that  the  departments  use  to  buy  the  products.  Mr. 
Geiger  explained  that  the  way  most  items  are  purchased  is  that  the  department  purchaser  calls  up  the  vendor  by 
telephone  and  say  that  they  need  a product.  The  vendor  will  look  on  the  City  computer  system  and  find  out  if  there  is 
a contract  price  for  the  product.  It  was  stated  that  one  of  the  big  obstacles  is  accountability  because  this  computer 
system  does  not  allow  easy  auditing  of  the  types  of  products  that  are  actually  being  purchased.  At  this  time,  there  are 
no  records  that  Mr.  Geiger  can  access  from  the  City  computer  system  to  indicate  how  many  green  products  versus 
regular  products  are  being  purchased.  However,  the  system  is  now  budgeted  for  replacement. 

Commissioner  King  asked  if  there  has  been  any  consideration  given  in  our  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  to 
buy  locally  so  items  are  not  being  transported  long  distances  because  of  fuel  considerations,  etc.  Mr.  Geiger 
explained  that  there  is  a local  business  enterprise  program  through  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA)  that 
applies  to  all  contracts  that  gives  a preference  to  local  business  enterprises.  The  Ordinance  itself  requires  that  an 
effort  be  made  to  find  out  whether  products  are  produced  locally.  Mr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  would  be  a challenge  to 
find  out  where  the  food  comes  from  and  to  try  to  tailor  our  purchasing  accordingly. 
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Mr.  Geiger  discussed  the  success  of  the  lamps  contract  to  buy  energy  efficient  low  mercury  and  long  life  lamps. 

Before  the  environmentally  preferable  purchasing  went  into  effect,  the  long  life  T8  fluorescent  tube  was  about  3%  of 
City  purchases;  it  is  now  69%  of  City  purchases.  Even  better,  the  low  mercury  tubes  are  up  to  100%.  As  a result  of 
all  of  these  efforts  and  the  European  Union,  movement  in  the  market  has  been  noticed  and  all  the  major  manufacturers 
of  fluorescent  tubes  are  lowering  their  mercury  levels  to  the  5 milligram  level.  Recommendations  were  made  to 
effectively  implement  the  Ordinance,  e.g.  new  software  for  OCA  to  determine  what  is  being  purchased  off  contract 
and  not  on  the  approved  list  and  that  would  also  produce  reports  and  detail;  to  secure  funding  for  a full-time  Green 
Purchasing  Coordinator;  and  to  expand  the  Ordinance  to  include  service  contracts. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  there  an  outreach  strategy  to  inform  the  business  and  residential 
community  about  something  that  has  been  discovered  to  be  environmentally  and  economically  preferable.  Mr.  Geiger 
stated  that  these  lists  serve  as  an  outreach  tool  to  other  institutional  purchasers  and  will  be  used  in  the  Green  Business 
and  Green  Building  programs.  For  example,  if  people  want  to  know  what  janitorial  products  to  purchase,  you  can 
refer  them  to  the  list. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  about  the  overall  timeline  for  implementing  the  program.  It  was  asked  if  there  are 
specific  product  lists  for  seven  of  the  ten  targeted  product ed  categories.  Mr.  Geiger  stated  there  are  specific  product 
lists  for  six  or  seven  of  the  product  categories  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  when  there  would  be 
specific  product  lists  for  all  the  product  categories.  Mr.  Geiger  reported  that  two  are  being  worked  on  right  now  with 
stakeholders,  one  being  the  computer  contract  and  the  other  the  food  contract.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  very  difficult  to 
approximate  how  long  these  processes  take,  but  they  are  aiming  for  early  next  year  to  complete  the  computer  contract. 
At  that  point,  staff  will  start  working  with  vendors  and  end  users  to  develop  a list  of  approved  computers  with  a 
targeted  completion  date  of  the  end  of  2008.  Mr.  Geiger  explained  that  developing  an  ordinance  or  policy  language 
relating  to  food  may  be  difficult  because  there  would  have  to  be  traceability  in  everything  we  buy,  knowledge  of  its 
source,  and  how  it  is  certified.  Another  upcoming  contract  due  to  go  out  in  March  is  for  new  lamps  to  raise  the  bar  on 
mercury  levels  and  energy  efficiency.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  it  is  hard  to  answer  the  question  because  it  is 
resource  limited  and  is  determined  when  contracts  come  out  for  bid.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  to  be  notified  if 
there  is  anything  the  Commission  can  do  to  help  in  this  effort. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  giving  preferences  to  local  products  by  using  concentric  differences,  50  miles, 
100  miles,  300  miles,  etc.  and  to  encourage  vendors  to  provide  information  of  their  product  sources  so  even  if  they  are 
a local  enterprise,  their  products  are  also  favored  in  those  tiers  as  well. 

6.  Solar  Mapping  Project.  The  Commission  will  hear  a presentation  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  mapping 
of  existing  solar  projects  throughout  San  Francisco  and  an  estimate  of  solar  potential  on  every  rooftop  in  San 
Francisco  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  on  Solar  Mapping  (PPT) 

http  ://\vebl.  sfgov.org/siteWloadedfilesAsfenvironment/meetings/coe/supportina/2007/SolarMapDresentatioittoCommission72407.DDtl.  Solar  mapping 

website  is  www.sf.solarmap.org. 

''  ft  ^ r SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld’/Direcfor 

SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program  Manager 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  solar  mapping  project  was  thought  of  a couple  of  years  ago  and  had  since 
discovered  that  Marin  County  had  already  started  a similar  project.  The  Energy  Group  then  started  looking  at  aerial 
photographs,  hand  drawing,  and  then  digitally  drawing  every  rooftop  to  identify  what  the  opportunities  were  for  a 
solar  system  on  each  rooftop.  A solar  map  of  the  City  has  been  created  www.sf.solarmap.org  of  all  solar  systems  in  San 
Francisco,  and  it  was  explained  that  you  could  access  information  on  various  projects  (residential/commercial, 
municipal,  Environmental  Justice,  solar  powered  business  leaders)  by  clicking  on  the  different  colored  dots.  It  was 
reported  that  there  are  over  550  existing  solar  projects  throughout  the  City.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  letters  have 
been  sent  out  to  every  solar  project  for  which  there  is  an  address  to  ask  them  to  sign  a waiver  so  information  can  be 
provided.  Many  sent  back  photos  of  themselves  and  testimonials  that  have  been  incorporated  into  the  system. 
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Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  if  you  type  in  your  address,  you  will  see  a view  of  your  rooftop  and  information  on 
your  estimated  solar  PV  potential,  estimated  electric  bill  savings,  estimated  carbon  dioxide  reduction,  rebates  and  tax 
credit  information,  how  to  get  a unit  installed,  how  much  solar  you  would  need,  links  to  cost  estimates,  solar 
installers,  and  other  related  links.  It  was  stated  that  under  the  current  California  net  metering  law,  you  don’t  want  to 
install  more  power  than  is  needed  because  at  the  end  of  the  year  all  the  excess  power  just  goes  to  the  wires  and  you 
don’t  get  any  money  back.  It  was  explained  that  the  estimate  was  based  on  a conservative  assumption  that  only  25% 
of  the  building's  roof  square  footage  (based  on  information  received  from  the  Tax  Assessor’s  Office)  can  be  used  for 
solar  (to  take  into  account  roof  pitch  and  direction,  shading,  roof  obstructions,  etc.).  The  data  is  not  always  100% 
accurate,  and  there  are  gaps  in  the  Assessor's  data,  so  you  may  find  that  information  on  your  facility  or  building  either 
isn't  there  or  is  different  than  what  you  know  to  be  real. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  the  project  factors  in  how  sunny  the  neighborhood  is  or  is  based  on  the 
square  footage  at  25%  of  the  roof.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  he  believes  the  cost  estimator  may  factor  the  criteria  in. 
It  was  explained  that  there  are  a lot  of  clear  cool  days  in  San  Francisco  and  that  solar  panels  operate  most  effectively 
when  it  is  clear  and  cold-the  hotter  it  gets  the  lower  the  output.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  the 
Sunset  District  is  cloudier  than  the  Mission  District  where  it  is  usually  sunny  and  asked  if  that  was  a factor.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  is  a factor,  and  that  data  is  being  gathered  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  there  are  277  average  hits  on  the  website  and  interest  has  been  shown  from  other  local 
governments  and  municipal  utilities  from  around  the  country.  The  next  steps  are  to  hand-digitize  the  largest  2000 
rooftops.  The  firm  that  provided  the  City  with  pro  bono  work  to  set  this  project  up  (CH2M  Hill)  has  developed 
recognition  software  to  automate  the  digitization  process  and  to  take  account  all  of  the  rooftop  obstructions  and  shade. 
A review  is  being  made  of  how  accurate  the  information  is  and  the  project’s  cost  effectiveness.  With  an  accurate 
estimate,  we  might  have  a much  better  idea  of  what  the  actual  full  potential  is  in  San  Francisco  and  whether  the  net 
metering  law  works  against  the  City.  If  the  law  were  determined  to  work  against  the  City  in  a significant  amount,  we 
would  be  recommending  that  the  net  metering  law  be  changed.  We  would  like  to  get  PG&E  data  to  be  automatically 
loaded  into  this  program,  so  you  would  be  able  to  get  a much  more  detailed  description  of  the  advisable  size  of  the 
solar  system  and  its  cost  effectiveness.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  he  hopes  that  solar  sales  people  will  be  using  this 
program  to  help  target  more  projects. 

Commissioner  King  commended  the  Department  for  its  work  on  the  project  and  suggested  that  more  tools  and 
mechanisms  be  developed  to  help  people  do  more  green  projects.  Commissioner  King  spoke  in  support  of  future 
legislation  to  support  the  solar  mapping  project. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  when  the  2000  additional  rooftops  would  be  added  to  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  they  are  being  digitized  in  order  to  get  an  exact  estimate.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  assumptions 
that  have  been  made  in  the  program  should  be  shown  so  people  reviewing  an  address  can  determine  whether  there  arc 
corrections  to  be  made.  This  information  is  provided  on  the  website  by  clicking  on  the  "How  These  Estimates  Were 
Derived"  link.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  staff  can  answer  any  questions  on  how  the  assumptions  are  playing  out  in 
their  particular  situation  and  agreed  with  the  suggestion  to  add  an  assumptions  page  on  the  website  so  people  can 
understand  how  the  work  is  being  done.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  accuracy  of  information  being  input  into 
the  system  is  being  checked.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  information  is  sent  to  staff  directly  and  then  it  is  input 
by  staff  into  the  system — access  is  not  given  to  the  public  to  directly  input  into  the  system. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  (1)  it  would  helpful  to  include  a link  or  an  email  for  people  to  respond 
to  if  their  information  seems  to  be  inaccurate;  (2)  asked  about  the  plan  for  maintenance  of  the  system;  and  (3) 
inquired  as  to  how  the  Department  can  provide  outreach  to  other  cities  that  may  be  interested  in  implementing  similar 
programs.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  pro  bono  work  was  received  from  CH2M  Hill  because  they  plan  to  offer  this  as 
a product  to  other  cities.  Mr.  Broomhead  advised  that  outreach  to  San  Francisco  citizens  could  be  done  through 
piggybacking  with  other  Department  outreach  activities  currently  in  process.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman 
requested  a presentation  on  SB45 1 net  metering  at  the  next  Commission  meeting.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

July  24,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  8 


that  these  bills  change  almost  daily  until  they  are  passed  and  will  report  back  when  the  legislative  session  ends  which 
will  be  prior  to  the  next  meeting. 

Commissioner  King  commended  the  Department  for  its  work  on  the  project  and  suggested  that  more  tools  and 
mechanisms  be  developed  to  help  people  do  more  green  projects.  Commissioner  King  spoke  in  support  of  future 
legislation  to  support  the  solar  mapping  project. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  when  the  2000  additional  rooftops  would  be  added  to  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  they  are  being  digitized  in  order  to  get  an  exact  estimate.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  assumptions 
that  have  been  made  in  the  program  should  be  shown  so  people  reviewing  an  address  can  determine  whether  there  are 
corrections  to  be  made.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  assumptions  may  be  hidden,  but  staff  can  answer  any  questions 
on  how  the  assumptions  are  playing  out  in  their  particular  situation  and  agreed  with  the  suggestion  to  add  an 
assumptions  page  on  the  website  so  people  can  understand  how  the  work  is  being  done.  It  was  later  reported  to  the 
Commission  that  if  you  type  in  your  address,  then  click  on  “How  the  estimates  were  derived”  you  will  find  the 
assumptions.  An  explanation  page  is  being  considered  on  providing  information  and  assumptions  on  the  calculations, 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  accuracy  of  information  being  input  into  the  system  is  being  checked.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  the  information  is  sent  to  staff  directly  and  then  it  is  input  by  staff  into  the  system — access  is 
not  given  to  the  public  to  directly  input  into  the  system. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  (1)  it  would  be  helpful  to  include  a link  or  an  email  for  people  to 
respond  to  if  their  information  seems  to  be  inaccurate;  (2)  asked  about  the  plan  for  website  maintenance.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Department  received  a grant  to  create  this  program,  but  asked  how  would  the  program  continue  to  be 
sustained  and  supported;  and  (3)  inquired  as  to  how  the  Department  can  provide  outreach  to  other  cities  that  may  be 
interested  in  implementing  similar  programs.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  the  website  is  being  maintained  by  CH2M  Hill, 
the  consultant  who  built  the  system  pro  bono.  A maintenance  agreement  will  be  developed.  Mr.  Broomhead  advised 
that  staff  has  tried  to  hand  the  work  over  to  other  local  governments.  It  was  explained  that  outreach  to  San  Francisco 
citizens  could  be  done  through  piggybacking  with  other  Department  outreach  activities  currently  in  process  (and  later 
corrected  this  statement  to  say  that  we  will  be  doing  outreach  under  our  Solar  American  grant  that  we  just  won  from 
United  States  DOE  for  $200,000  over  a two  year  period).  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  requested  a presentation 
on  SB45 1 net  metering  at  the  next  Commission  meeting.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  these  bills  change 
almost  daily  until  they  are  passed  and  will  report  back  when  the  legislative  session  ends  which  will  be  prior  to  the 
next  meeting. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Joel  Kohn  (sp)  asked  if  the  mapping  project  included  a thermal  component.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  thermal  water  heating  systems  have  not  overlaid  into  the  project,  but  would  like  to  include  those  and 
cogeneration  systems.  Mr.  Broomhead  announced  that  Department  staff  has  a lot  of  upcoming  ideas  and  will  be 
presenting  to  the  Commission  in  the  future  with  additional  information. 

7.  Carbon  Credits.  The  Commission  will  hear  a presentation* On  the  Department’s  investigation  of  the  development  of 
San  Francisco  projects  appropriate  for  earning  carbon  credits  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Carbon  Credits  Presentation  (PPT) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/sfenvironiTient/meetmgs/coe^suDDorting/2007/CarbonCreditsPresentation.PPT) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program  Manager 

Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  the  Energy  Program  is  investigating  developing  a process  or  a system  of  identifying 
San  Francisco  projects  that  could  earn  carbon  credits  that  in  turn  would  be  sold  to  San  Francisco  citizens  and 
businesses.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  has  made  progress  on  our  carbon  footprint  since  2000.  We  are  almost 
down  to  the  1990  levels,  but  have  quite  a ways  to  go  to  get  to  the  2012  goal.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  is  on  the 
Kyoto  Protocol  path  but  not  on  the  City  goal  path,  so  citizens  are  being  called  upon  to  take  part  in  helping  to  decrease 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  (see  explanatory  document  “San  Francisco  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions”  chart). 
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Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  five  project  types  for  carbon  credits  were  considered:  transportation/fuels, 
recycling/composting,  energy  efficiency,  renewable  energy  and  in  addition,  urban  forestry  which  is  more  of  a 
sequestration  project,  but  is  something  that  might  be  considered.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  a number  of  issues  to 
consider  when  discussing  carbon  credits  1)  are  they  verifiable;  2)  additionality;  3)  longevity  of  the  project  (number  of 
years  of  carbon  that  would  result);  4)  monitoring — is  it  something  you  are  able  to  monitor  annually  to  ensure  you  are 
going  to  be  able  to  continue  to  receive  those  carbon  credits;  5)  cost  effectiveness  in  San  Francisco;  6)  visibility  (easier 
to  sell  projects  that  people  can  see);  and  7)  fraud  prevention.  Project  strategies  discussed  include  purchasing  new 
projects,  e.g.  low-income  solar  water  heating;  piggybacking  to  projects  that  are  already  happening  that  we  can  add 
something  small  to  that  will  result  in  a lot  of  tons,  e.g.  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing  runs  an  Asthma/Lead  intervention 
program  and  have  hired  a contractor — add  energy  efficiency  measures  to  the  existing  project  at  a much  lower  cost; 
and  3)  provide  incentives  for  things  that  do  not  currently  have  incentives  or  are  mandated,  e.g.  influencing  people  to 
purchase  Energy  Star  refrigerators  other  than  non-efficient  items. 

8.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Annual  Retreat.  The  Commission  will  discuss  selection  of  dates,  location  and 
topics  for  their  Annual  Retreat  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  reported  that 
the  Commission  held  a retreat  last  year  in  September  and  suggested  that  the  Commission  retreat  this  year  could  be 
held  in  October  as  the  Commission  has  a Regular  Meeting  in  September.  It  was  reported  that  Vice-President  Wald 
has  offered  the  NRDC  conference  room  as  a location  for  the  retreat.  Commissioners  reported  on  their  availability  for 
October  and  a firm  date  would  be  confirmed  through  email.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  that  the  Commissioners  email 
topics  to  the  Commission  Secretary. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  had  attended  last  year’s  retreat  and  made  a request  to  hold  the 
meeting  in  a place  that  is  more  accessible  to  the  public.  The  Main  Library  was  recommended  as  a possibility. 

9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Membership.  A discussion  will  be  held  on  increasing  the 
number  of  members  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  legal  requirements  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

SPONSOR:  President  Pelosi  Jr. 

SPEAKERS:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Catharine  Barnes,  Legal  Counsel 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  that  if  you  add  more  than  three  members  to  the  Policy  Committee,  it  would  have  to  be 
published  as  a full  Commission  meeting  and  would  require  a Bylaws  change.  Commissioner  Martin  was  appointed  to 
the  Policy  Committee  in  lieu  of  Commissioner  King,  who  had  offered  to  join  a new  Committee  once  it  is  formed. 

10.  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Final  2007-08  Budget  Update  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Department  Final  Budget  July  11,  2007  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/DepartmentBudaet.Ddf) 

SPONSOR  & SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  have  been  virtually  no  changes  to  the  budget  since  the  Commission 
approved  it  at  their  January  meeting.  The  changes  that  have  been  made  were  discussed  at  the  Operations  Committee 
Meeting.  The  Department  finalized  a budget  of  $16  million  dollars  with  revenue  sources  that  include  grants  (49%), 
Impound  Account  (41%),  and  other  Departments  (9%).  Expenditures  are  allocated  to  Energy  (43%);  Recycling 
(25%),  Toxics  (14%),  Environmental  Justice  (8%),  Clean  Air  (4%);  Green  Building  (4%),  and  Urban  Forest  (1%). 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  final  budget  just  last  week. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  (1)  requested  more  clarity  in  the  budget  document  and  (2)  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  should  have  more  access  to  media  through  print  or  website  and  requested  that  the  Council  be 
provided  with  adequate  funding  and  or  support  to  function  properly  and  provide  adequate  outreach. 

11.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word)  http://webi.sfgo  v.ore/site/uploadedfiles  072407.doc. 
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Ms.  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 

Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  referenced  the  Commission  Secretary  Report  in  the  packet  and  asked  Commissioners  to  review  the  enclosed 
memorandum  from  the  Ethics  Commission  on  new  regulations  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  from  subordinates. 
An  update  was  included  in  the  report  on  pending  City  legislation. 

12.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  July  1 1 , 2007  and  review  the 
agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  October  17,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco- 
Center  Conference  Room. 

Commissioner  Mok  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  July  1 1 meeting  heard  an  informational 
report  presented  by  Ms.  Anne  Eng  on  the  Environmental  Justice  budget  and  grant  program,  Ms.  Shawn 
Rosenmoss  discussed  new  grants  received  by  the  Department,  and  Mr.  Joseph  Salem  discussed  the  2007-08 
Final  Budget.  A report  on  the  School  Education  program  plan  for  the  year  will  be  heard  at  the  October  17 
meeting. 

13.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Gravanis  will  highlight  the  meetings  of  Monday,  June  1 1 and  Monday,  July 
16,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  August  13,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be 
held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  met  twice  since  the  last  Commission  meeting.  At 
the  June  1 1 meeting,  a discussion  was  held  on  Urban  Environmental  Accord  15  in  order  to  reduce  the 
percentage  of  single-occupancy  commuter  vehicle  trips  by  10%  in  seven  years,  which  is  a very  ambitious 
goal.  Department  of  the  Environment  Transportation  Manager  Mr.  Faiz  Khan  presented  an  update  on  efforts 
to  achieve  the  goal,  e.g.  the  Walk  to  School  Program,  Bicycle  Programs,  greater  use  of  public  transit,  how  to 
advance  ride  sharing,  the  “HOT”  lanes  network  proposal,  and  congestion  pricing.  The  main  discussion  item 
was  to  continue  discussion  on  bottled  water. 

Also  at  the  June  meeting  guest  speaker  Mr.  Brian  Stranko  from  CalTrout  talked  about  the  proposal  to  install  a 
Nestles  Bottling  Plant  in  McCloud  discussing  problems  related  to  bottled  water  plants  and  bottled  water,  but 
indicated  that  there  might  be  a way  to  build  such  a plant  that  is  not  so  harmful  to  the  environment.  There  are 
issues  about  extracting  ground  water  that  have  not  been  resolved.  Mr.  Chien  presented 5a  fqllo.WrUp  on  Green 
Point  Rated  Residential  program  to  expand  on  previous  discussions  to  the  full  Commission.  - , 

At  the  July  16  meeting,  a speaker  from  the  International  Bottled  Water  Association  and  Nestle  discussed  their 
viewpoints.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  information  on  the  carbon  imprint  resulting  from 
transportation  of  the  bottled  water  would  have  to  wait  until  the  EIR/EIS  would  be  re-circulated.  As  a result,  it 
is  not  possible  to  judge  the  major  environmental  impacts  of  a bottled  water/plant  at  this  time.  It  was  stated 
that  a great  group  of  public  speakers  attended  the  meeting  and  handed  out  information  speaking  against 
bottled  water,  the  good  quality  of  our  bottled  water,  and  toxics  problems  associated  with  plastics.  On  August 
13,  the  Policy  Committee  will  hear  a presentation  from  Department  staff  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report. 

14.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedtIles/DirectorsReDortJulv-2007r21.doc. 
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Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 
give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun  presented  highlights  of  the  Department’s  programs  from  May  to  July. 

Administration.  On  June  19,  the  City,  PG&E  and  Golden  Gate  Energy  reached  an  agreement  to  conduct  a $1 .9 
million  comprehensive  study  to  determine  tidal  power  potential  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  News  was  also  received 
that  San  Francisco  was  one  of  thirteen  cities  selected  to  receive  solar  funding  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Energy.  A press  conference  was  held  on  this  development  attended  by  the  Department  and  the  Mayor  along  with 
CH2M  Hill  who  had  developed  the  solar  mapping  project. 

On  June  21,  results  were  announced  of  the  San  Francisco  Litter  Study,  with  the  Mayor  pledging  to  reduce  litter  by 
50%  in  the  next  five  years.  He  had  called  a meeting  with  franchise  fast  food  owners  to  ask  their  cooperation  in 
litter  reduction. 

On  July  2,  a press  event  was  held  with  the  Mayor  and  the  Green  Building  Task  Force  to  recommend  mandatory 
environmental  standards  for  residential  and  commercial  buildings  in  San  Francisco.  If  the  recommendations  were 
to  be  accepted,  San  Francisco  would  impose  the  nation’s  most  environmentally  rigorous  building  standards. 

Three  staff  members  had  been  hired,  a Virtual  Warehouse  Coordinator,  School  Education  Coordinator  and  a 
Commercial  Recycling  Associate.  Seven  additional  people  will  be  hired  to  join  the  Department  in  August. 

Clean  Air  Program.  A vendor  was  selected  to  convert  three  Toyota  Prius  hybrids  to  plug  in  hybrid  electric 
vehicles.  As  of  July  11,  44%  of  our  diesel  fleet  now  uses  B20  biodiesel.  We  are  also  working  and  researching  on 
project  ideas  with  local  stakeholders  in  response  to  the  U.S.  EPA  Clean  School  Bus  program  and  the  award 
amounts  to  $1  million  +. 

Recycling.  The  Department  joined  the  Mayor  for  a press  conference  on  our  litter  study  where  he  set  a 50%  litter 
reduction  goal  over  5 year.  We  confirmed  that  reducing  publish  trash  receptacles  actually  reduces  litter  and 
illegal  dumping  and  showcased  the  new  receptacles  that  were  purchased.  The  Department  also  defended  the 
receptacle  reductions  at  a Board  of  Supervisors  hearing.  The  Food  Service  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance  went  into 
effect  on  June  1 and  outreach  was  conducted  at  several  food  service  outlets.  At  the  present  time,  the  diversion 
goal  for  California  is  50%  and  we  are  supporting  a new  bill  that  would  set  a 75%  diversion  goal  by  2020. 

Environmental  Justice.  The  Environmental  Justice  program  was  awarded  two  grants,  one  for  $15,000  from 
California  Breathing  and  another  for  $35,000  from  US  EPA  to  reduce  asthma  triggers  in  low-income  homes. 
These  funds  will  be  used  to  promote  non-toxic  cleaning  products  and  reduce  pesticide  use.  The  Department  is 
continuing  our  work  on  biodiesel  training  with  City  College,  which  is  part  of  a $200,000  federal  grant  from  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA). 

Energy.  Our  consultant  began  work  on  identifying  project  types  in  San  Francisco  that  might  earn  carbon  credits. 
We  are  also  working  on  an  Ordinance  to  require  energy  efficient  fluorescent  lighting  with  a performance  standard 
of  82  lumens  per  watt  that  is  in  final  draft  by  the  City  Attorney.  The  first  draft  of  the  Residential  Energy 
'Conservation  Ordinance  has  been  completed.  In  the  Energy  Watch  Program,  the  Small  Business  Program  is  now 
in  full  operation  and  is  increasing  its  installation  rate.  The  same  is  true  for  the  Multi-Family  program.  On 
renewable  energy,  we  are  working  with  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  and  the  Fire  Department  to 
simplify  the  solar  permitting  process.  The  solar  mapping  project  has  been  launches  and  has  received  lots  of  press 
and  positive  feedback. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 

July  24,  2007  Regular  Meeting  Draft  Minutes 

Page  12 


Toxics  Reduction.  Staff  has  attended  neighborhood  association  meetings  in  the  Tenderloin  and  in  SOMA  to  ask 
residents  about  the  types  of  pest  problems  they  have  experienced  in  their  apartment  buildings  and  current 
practices  and  products  used  to  treat  pests.  Results  will  aid  our  group  in  designing  targeted  outreach  and 
educational  materials.  Additionally,  staff  is  collaborating  with  the  San  Francisco  Day  Labor  Program  in  then- 
toxics  reduction  training  for  domestic  workers.  We  have  added  education  and  safer  pest  control  and  aerosol 
alternatives  to  the  safer  cleaning  curriculum.  This  effort  is  timely  because  in  today’s  Chronicle,  there  is  an  article 
about  harmful  household  chemicals. 

Green  Building  Program.  Advertising  goal  has  been  exceeded:  SF  Business  Times-Advertising  goal  of  $25K 
has  been  achieved,  and  as  of  July  16,  $30K  has  been  raised,  guaranteeing  at  least  a 12-page  supplement. 
September  has  been  designated  a Green  Building  Month  and  we  are  partnering  with  the  American  Institute  of 
Architects  N.  CA  Chapter  to  promote  green  building.  One  of  the  main  events  that  the  Department  is  organizing 
includes  the  Build  It  Green  Home  Tour  in  San  Francisco.  On  the  municipal  front,  staff  has  been  assisting  the  SF 
Public  Utilities  Commission  with  the  feasibility  of  certifying  Hetch  Hetchy  as  a low  impact  hydropower  facility. 

Urban  Forestry.  There  has  been  a reorganization  in  the  Urban  Forestry  program.  There  were  formerly  two 
positions  and  now  have  consolidated  it  to  one  position  that  has  been  reclassified  to  a 5638  Environmental 
Assistant.  Over  100  job  applications  have  been  received  with  interviews  and  announcements  to  be  made  in  early 
August. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  provided  recommendations  for  formatting  of  the  Director’s  Report  requesting 
that  major  items  be  noted  first  and  to  add  to  the  front  page  what  the  top  challenges  or  issues  facing  the 
Department  are  that  the  Commissioners  could  contribute  to. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  President  Pelosi  Jr.  appointed  Commissioner 
Rodriguez  Heyman  to  the  Operations  Committee  in  lieu  of  Commissioner  Gravanis  who  resigned  from  the 
Committee. 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion).  There  were  no  new  business  and  future  agenda 
items  discussed  at  this  time. 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 

18.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=6 1 004:  or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(d)sf2QV. or 2. 


Approved: 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


d2 

7 / 24 / 07 


REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 


Tuesday,  July  24,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
SEP  2 7 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 
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ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 . Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5 : 1 0 p.m. 

Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  (5:25  p.m.),  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  and  Rodriguez  Heyman. 
Excused:  Vice  President  Wald.  Commissioner  King  was  elected  Chair  until  President  Pelosi  joined  the  meeting. 
Introductions  of  new  Commissioners  were  made. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  May  22,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman,  the  May  22,  2007  Commission  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  without  objection  (Ayes:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King,  Martin,  Mok,  and  Rodriguez  Heyman;  Absent: 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Vice  President  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  May  22,  2007 
Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfgov.oi-g/sitgsfenvironment  page.asp?id=6 1786). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  City  Government  Waste  Reduction  and  Recycling.  An  update  will  be  given  on  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance 
compliance  by  City  Departments  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Resource  Conservation 
Ordinance  - 2006  Annual  Report  (PDF)  http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/ResourceConsOrd2006AnnuaiReptpdf  and  Presentation 
(PPT)  http://webl.sfg  ov.org/sitg,uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CQEPresentationonAnnualReport2006ResConsOrd.ppi  . 

SPONSOR:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
SPEAKER:  Julia  Chang,  City  Recycling  Coordinator 

Ms.  Chang  reported  that  she  has  worked  with  City  departments  for  the  past  five  years  on  waste  reduction  efforts  and 
highlighted  some  of  the  achievements  and  challenges  in  City  government  recycling  and  compliance  with  the  Resource 
Conservation  Ordinance,  the  law  that  requires  City  Departments  to  recycle.  It  was  stated  that  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  produces  two  million  tons  of  waste  per  year,  and  our  2005-diversion  (amount  of  waste  recycled,  reused, 
and  diverted  from  the  landfill)  rate  was  69%.  It  was  reported  that  San  Francisco’s  recycling  program  is  divided  by 
customer  type  that  includes  the  commercial,  residential  and  municipal  sectors.  Ms.  Chang  manages  the  waste  for 
municipal  facilities,  which  accounts  for  14%  of  all  of  San  Francisco’s  waste. 

Ms.  Chang  discussed  the  wide  range  of  City  government  facilities  and  operation  types  that  include  office  buildings, 
the  Opera  House,  Recreation  and  Park  Stadium,  Public  Health  (hospitals),  Fire  Department  (firefighters),  and  Public 
Works  (street  cleaning).  A discussion  was  held  on  the  challenges  faced  in  starting  new  recycling  programs  and  the 
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positive  aspect  of  being  able  to  reference  City  law  to  motivate  departments  to  improve  their  recycling.  Ms.  Chang 
presented  a summary  of  waste  reduction  laws  and  policies  that  include  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance,  City 
Composting  Resolution,  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  and  75%  Waste  Diversion  Resolution  by  2010  for  City 
Departments.  It  was  explained  that  recycling,  is  not  currently  mandatory  for  businesses  and  residents,  so  City 
government’s  waste  reduction  laws  serve  as  an  example  of  how  mandatory  recycling  can  assist  in  meeting  the  City’s 
diversion  goals. 

Sources  of  City  Government  Waste  by  City  Departments 

• Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  Construction  & Demolition  Waste.  The  majority  of  City 
government  recycling  tonnage  is  a result  of  construction  and  demolition  waste  from  City  buildings. 
Construction  waste  is  easy  to  recycle  and  reuse,  e.g.  the  California  Academy  of  Science  Museum  rebuild, 
where  90%  diversion  was  achieved.  The  Department’s  Recycling  Program  staff  works  with  the  Department 
of  Public  Works,  who  manages  these  projects,  to  develop  recycling  standards  for  construction  projects. 

DPW  Trash  from  Public  Streets.  The  biggest  challenge  is  trash  from  public  streets  and  parks.  Only  16%  of 
55,000  tons  of  waste  per  year  from  public  trash  containers  and  mechanical-street  sweeping  operations  is 
recycled  as  it  is  expensive  and  hazardous  to  separate  recycles  from  public  trash.  The  Department,  DPW,  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  through  a Department  of  Conservation  grant  will  install  over  250  recycling 
tops  on  existing  trash  receptacles  in  high  traffic  areas  to  make  it  easier  for  scavengers  to  retrieve  bottles  and 
cans.  However,  there  are  thousands  of  City  public  receptacles  and  funding  is  not  available  for  all  of  them. 
DPW  is  reducing  the  number  of  public  trash  receptacles  on  the  streets,  which  provides  less  opportunity  to  do 
the  wrong  thing. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  the  Department  had  considered  separate  receptacles  for 
recyclables  only.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  the  reason  for  installing  the  tops  is  because  they  are  self-service  and 
will  facilitate  scavenging— there  is  not  a hauler  that  collects  from  those  tops.  The  economics  and  the 
feasibility  of  separate  cans  have  been  studied,  but  the  problem  that  has  been  encountered  is  contamination,  as 
a lot  of  the  public  does  not  put  the  right  material  in  the  right  bins.  However,  separate  recycling  cans  are  being 
pilot  tested  through  an  effort  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

• Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  Biosolids  from  Wastewater.  Another  large  source  of  City  government 
waste  is  sewage  waste  that  consists  of  wastewater  from  homes,  businesses,  and  stormwater  drains  which  is 
processed  at  PUC  treatment  plants.  The  clean  solids  (90%)  are  reused  as  fertilizer  or  landfill  construction. 

The  challenge  is  maintaining  recycling  markets  for  biosolids,  and  the  Department  is  working  with  PUC  to 
ensure  that  facilities  continue  to  accept  San  Francisco  biosolids  for  land  application. 

• Composting  of  Recreation  and  Park  Yard  Waste.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  manages  over 
2000  acres  of  parks  throughout  the  City.  The  yard  waste  from  the  parks  is  brought  to  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
composted  on-site.  10,000  tons  of  landscape  trimmings  are  turned  into  compost  that  is  sent  back  to 
neighborhood  parks.  The  Department  helped  Recreation  and  Park  Department  pay  for  equipment  used  in  their 
composting  operations. 

• Sheriffs  Department — Composting  Food  Waste  from  Jails.  Some  City  departments  that  generate  food 
waste  send  their  food  scraps  off-site  to  be  composted.  The  Hall  of  Justice  is  the  third  largest  waste  generator 
by  City  location.  The  Department  has  assisted  the  Sheriffs  Department  who  manages  the  jail  at  the  Hall  of 
Justice  with  training,  equipment  and  compostable  bags  to  start  the  program.  They  now  compost  over  500,000 
pounds  per  year;  their  diversion  rate  jumped  from  20  to  47  percent;  and  they  are  saving  $32,000  per  year  on 
trash  costs.  Composting  food  scraps  is  a challenge  because  non-compostable  food  service  ware,  such  as 
plastic,  needs  to  be  separated.  Food  scrap  collection  programs  at  all  departments  have  not  yet  been 
implemented,  but  the  new  Foodservice  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance  will  assist  in  this  effort  as  it  requires  City 
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departments  to  buy  only  recyclable  or  compostable  foodservice  ware.  The  Department  is  working  with 
hospitals  to  make  sure  they  purchase  the  right  type  of  service-ware  to  facilitate  food  scrap  collection. 

• Administrative  Offices — Recycling  Paper,  Bottles,  and  Cans.  All  City  government  offices  have  paper 
and  cardboard  recycling  and  most  have  bottle  and  can  recycling.  On  average,  offices  recycle  50%  of  their 
waste.  The  Department  provides  departments  with  recycling  bins,  stickers,  and  trainings  to  implement  the 
programs. 

Reuse  of  City  Equipment  Virtual  Warehouse.  The  Virtual  Warehouse  is  a program  that  facilitates  the  exchange  of 
City  department  equipment  such  as  office  furniture  and  electronics.  Over  30  tons  of  City  equipment  was  reused  in 
2006,  with  a market  value  of  over  $52,000. 

City  Government  Waste  Generation.  The  City  through  implementation  of  all  of  these  programs  achieved  an  85% 
diversion  rate  in  2005  because  of  an  unusually  large  amount  of  demolition  waste.  The  average  rate  would  be 
approximately  80%.  The  Department  still  has  work  to  do  to  get  City  departments  to  fully  participate  in  recycling  and 
composting  programs  as  some  departments  divert  less  than  30%  of  their  waste. 

Outreach  to  City  Employees.  The  Department’s  main  strategy  is  to  educate  and  train  City  employees  by  working 
with  each  department’s  recycling  coordinator.  In  this  past  year,  94%  of  departments  completed  annual  recycling 
reports,  the  highest  compliance  rate  since  the  inception  of  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance.  Department  staff 
holds  annual  recycling  coordinator  workshops  and  works  with  coordinators  to  train  their  co-workers.  In  2006  alone, 
presentations  were  made  to  over  600  City  employees  on  waste  reduction  procedures. 

Resources  to  City  Departments.  Since  there  are  over  1000  City  locations,  the  Department  relies  on  recycling 
coordinators  to  make  simple  recycling  improvements  to  their  offices,  and  the  Department  serves  as  a resource.  The 
Department  conducts  waste  audits  and  site  visits  to  understand  each  department’s  operations  and  opportunities  for 
improvement;  provides  signage,  recycling  containers  and  other  necessary  equipment;  and  demonstrates  financial 
benefits  of  reducing  waste.  The  Department  has  helped  City  departments  save  over  $450,000  annually  on  trash 
service  costs  and  over  $100,00  on  purchasing  costs. 

Make  it  easy  to  recycle  and  reduce  waste.  The  Department  has  set  up  programs  to  make  it  easy  for  City 
departments  to  recycle  e.g.,  positioning  trash,  recycling,  and  composting  bins  together,  promoting  resource 
conservation,  use  of  double-sided  feature  on  photocopy  machines,  conversion  of  paper  towel  dispensers  to  electric 
hand  driers. 

Work  with  City  Vendors.  Ensure  that  City  products  are  made  of  recycled  content,  require  City  vendors  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  packaging  and  make  sure  it’s  recyclable,  and  where  possible  include  environmental  requirements  in 
service  contracts. 

Enforcement.  The  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Commission  on  the  Environment  are  part  of  the  enforcement 
process  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  program.  The  Department  tracks  how  much  each  department  recycles  and 
composts  and  provides  feedback  to  Recycling  Coordinators  and  Department  heads  with  their  diversion  rate.  The  top 
15  City  waste  generators’  diversion  rate  is  supplied  to  SFStat,  the  City’s  public  report  of  department  performance 
measures.  A Mayor’s  Directive  was  issued  last  fall  to  department  heads  summarizing  all  of  the  City  government 
recycling  laws  and  goals,  and  meetings  have  been  held  with  Directors  to  discuss  their  Department’s  recycling  efforts. 
Several  departments  have  initiated  recycling  teams  and  MTA  has  hired  a full  time  recycling  coordinator.  There  has 
been  recent  progress,  but  the  challenge  will  be  sustaining  the  momentum  and  tackling  projects  such  as  food  scrap 
collection,  public  recycling,  and  helping  City  departments  institutionalize  waste  reduction  practices. 

Ms.  Chang  announced  that  she  would  be  leaving  City  government  employment  and  acknowledged  Ms.  Julie  Bryant. 
City  Recycling  Associate,  for  her  contribution  and  who  would  continue  to  work  on  recycling  program  efforts. 
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Commissioner  Martin  supported  the  concept  of  resource  conservation  and  noted  the  Sheriff  Department’s  composting 
of  over  500,000  pounds  annually  which  if  it  is  a 1000  bed  facility  works  out  to  7 lbs.  per  person  per  day. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  was  an  audit  prepared  to  determine  if  that  much  had  been  diverted  to  the  dump. 
Ms.  Chang  explained  that  the  figure  accounts  for  foodservice  ware  such  as  napkins,  and  paper  towels,  etc.  but  stated 
that  a request  should  be  made  to  the  Sheriffs  Department  to  make  sure  they  are  more  efficient  with  food  distribution. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  there  had  been  outreach  efforts  to  other  municipalities  to  help  them  leam 
and  use  methods  that  have  been  effective  in  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  there  have  been  a couple  of 
Northern  California  Recycling  Coordinator  group  meetings  on  how  to  collaborate  efforts.  The  Department  has  also 
been  approached  by  the  Clinton  Initiative  to  teach  other  municipalities  from  other  states.  It  was  explained  that 
Northern  California  groups  were  mostly  on  the  same  page,  but  other  states  would  require  more  effort.  Ms.  Chang 
stated  that  the  most  effective  outreach  method  has  been  to  share  information  through  conferences.  Ms.  Bryant  would 
be  making  a presentation  at  the  State  Recycling  Conference  to  educate  other  municipalities  about  the  Department’s 
outreach. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  sometimes  department  staff  is  willing  to  participate  in  recycling  efforts,  but  the 
infrastructure  is  not  available  to  accommodate  the  effort.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  are  various  Public 
Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  meetings  held  at  1145  and  1155  Market  Street  and  indicated  that  the  people  are  willing 
to  compost  and  to  buy  compostable  plates,  but  there  is  no  pickup  of  compostables  and  no  place  to  store  them.  Is  there 
a way  from  a building  or  a floor  level,  that  pickup  service  could  be  requested?  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  if  a department 
would  be  willing  to  take  that  on  as  a project,  the  Department  would  support  them.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department 
of  Human  Resources  just  instituted  a food  scrap  composting  within  their  office  space.  Before  that,  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  was  the  only  department  composting  within  an  office.  The  priority  at  this  time  is  to  focus  where 
most  of  the  food  is  generated,  e.g.  San  Francisco  General  and  Laguna  Honda  Hospitals,  and  they  have  yet  to  start 
programs.  However,  if  a department  would  be  willing  to  start  the  program,  the  Department  would  accommodate 
them. 

Commissioner  King  stated  that  the  motivation  for  a lot  of  people  to  start  recycling  would  be  to  offset  garbage  costs. 
From  a neighborhood  level,  they  are  just  getting  people  to  recycle,  but  it  has  been  tough  to  get  people  to  compost. 
Commissioner  King  suggested  making  it  profitable  for  City  departments  and  community  members  to  compost  in 
order  to  provide  incentives  to  the  program.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  a lot  of  outreach  has  been  done  to  discuss  the 
financial  incentives  of  composting,  but  the  people  that  are  being  met  with  don’t  always  see  the  trash  bill  so  there  is  no 
connection  made.  It  was  explained  that  the  Department  recently  held  a workshop  with  department  finance  officers  to 
teach  them  about  the  financial  incentives.  Commissioner  King  recommended  offering  Recycling  Coordinators  a 
bonus  for  taking  on  an  additional  task  that  is  not  part  of  their  initial  job  description  in  order  to  provide  incentives  for 
them  to  reach  higher  goals.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  recommended  adding  a logo  to  their  business  card 
with  their  Recycling  Coordinator  title.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  staff  tries  to  do  as  much  positive  enforcement  as  they 
can  and  will  email  the  department  head  about  a stellar  performance  by  a Recycling  Coordinator.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Department  would  continue  to  work  on  this  effort. 

5.  Report  on  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  progress  and  presentation  of  San  Francisco  Approved 
Product  List.  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Progress  Report  on  San  Francisco's 
Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  (Word)  http://webi.sfgov.ore/site/uDioadedfiies/ReDortPPQ072407VerC.doc , San  Francisco 
Approved  Product  Lists  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/AppendixBTargetedProductCategories.pdfL  and  Product  Category 
Scoresheet  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.ore/site/uploadedfiles/AppendixAscoresheet.pdfL 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  City  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator 

Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  and  Green  Building  Program  Manager,  stated 
that  the  Commission  has  been  incredibly  involved  in  San  Francisco’s  effort  to  implement  the  Precautionary  Principle. 
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It  was  explained  that  after  the  Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance  was  created  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance 
was  implemented  in  order  to  apply  the  themes  of  precaution  to  City  government  purchases.  Ms.  Raphael  brought  the 
Commissioners’  attention  to  the  table  on  page  4,  “Review  on  Implementation  of  San  Francisco  Precautionary 
Purchasing  Ordinance,  July  2005-July  2007”,  that  was  created  through  an  effort  by  non-profit  organizations  and  City 
government  to  determine  what  we  wanted  to  accomplish  in  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance.  The  table  shows 
overarching  broad  environmental  goals  that  were  agreed  to  and  product  categories  that  we  buy  that  can  impact  those 
goals. 

Ms.  Raphael  described  the  table  “Specifications  addressed  by  San  Francisco’s  Green  Purchasing  Activities”  (PDF) 

httD://webl.sfgov.org/site,uDloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetmgs/coe'supDorting/2007/SFGreenPurchasingActivities.Ddf  which  shows  examples  of 

what  is  being  purchased  and  criteria  used  in  which  to  judge  and  select  products  that  are  the  most  environmentally 
preferable.  It  was  stated  that  purchasing  is  a powerful  step  that  local  governments  can  take  to  effect  change.  The 
criteria  being  used  to  determine  which  products  are  environmentally  preferable  is  robust,  transparent,  and  defensible. 
We  have  created  a real  model  for  the  rest  of  the  country  in  demonstrating  the  capacity  of  purchasing  to  make  change. 

Mr.  Chris  Geiger  stated  that  Ms.  Chang’s  influence  was  very  strong  in  the  green  purchasing  and  recycling  programs 
and  commended  her  work  in  outreach  to  City  departments.  Credit  was  given  to  all  staff  members  involved  in  green 
purchasing,  Ms.  Julie  Bryant,  Ms.  Deanna  Simon  (lamps  project),  and  Ms.  Vandana  Bali  (biodiesel  fuels).  Mr. 

Geiger  explained  that  one  of  the  most  important  priorities  in  the  Ordinance  was  to  have  transparent  democratic 
decision-making  and  to  have  the  opportunity  for  the  community  and  staff  to  be  involved.  A series  of  three  public 
meetings  were  well  attended  considering  the  topic  was  a discussion  on  City  purchases.  The  product  of  the  meeting 
was  the  Targeted  Product  Categories  List  for  2006-08  (PDF) 

http://webi.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiies/AppendixBTargetedProductCategories.Ddf.  required  by  the  Ordinance  to  identify  broad  categories 
of  products  that  the  City  considers  to  be  its  highest  priority  for  implementing  environmentally  friendly  purchasing 
specifications.  The  process  helped  in  developing  a Product  Category  Scoresheet  (PDF) 

http://webi.sfgov.org/site^upioadedfiies/ Appendix Ascoresheet.pdf.  Once  that  process  was  completed,  interaction  began  with  City 
department  end  users  that  purchase/use  the  selected  products.  Mr.  Geiger  reported  that  about  100  trainings  or 
meetings  were  held  with  end  users  in  the  past  two  years  since  the  Ordinance  was  established,  and  have  now  been 
expanded  to  include  vendors. 

Mr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Green  Purchasing  Program  worked  on  thirteen  product  types  in  nine  citywide 
commodities  contracts,  with  six  of  those  contracts  being  awarded  during  the  period  of  July  2005-July  2007  (page  3 of 
“Progress  Report”).  Asterisks  indicate  new  approved  product  lists  that  were  developed.  A detailed  summary  of  those 
contracts  were  presented  on  and  included  on  pages  5-17. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  about  the  mechanism  that  the  departments  use  to  buy  the  products.  Mr. 
Geiger  explained  that  the  way  most  items  are  purchased  is  that  the  department  purchaser  calls  up  the  vendor  by 
telephone  and  say  that  they  need  a product.  The  vendor  will  look  on  the  City  computer  system  and  find  out  if  there  is 
a contract  price  for  the  product.  It  was  stated  that  one  of  the  big  obstacles  is  accountability  because  this  computer 
system  does  not  allow  easy  auditing  of  the  types  of  products  that  are  actually  being  purchased.  At  this  time,  there  are 
no  records  that  Mr.  Geiger  can  access  from  the  City  computer  system  to  indicate  how  many  green  products  versus 
regular  products  are  being  purchased.  However,  the  system  is  now  budgeted  for  replacement. 

Commissioner  King  asked  if  there  has  been  any  consideration  given  in  our  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  to 
buy  locally  so  items  are  not  being  transported  long  distances  because  of  fuel  considerations,  etc.  Mr.  Geiger 
explained  that  there  is  a local  business  enterprise  program  through  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA)  that 
applies  to  all  contracts  that  gives  a preference  to  local  business  enterprises.  The  Ordinance  itself  requires  that  an 
effort  be  made  to  find  out  whether  products  are  produced  locally.  Mr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  would  be  a challenge  to 
find  out  where  the  food  comes  from  and  to  try  to  tailor  our  purchasing  accordingly. 
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Mr.  Geiger  discussed  the  success  of  the  lamps  contract  to  buy  energy  efficient  low  mercury  and  long  life  lamps. 

Before  the  environmentally  preferable  purchasing  went  into  effect,  the  long  life  T8  fluorescent  tube  was  about  3%  of 
City  purchases;  it  is  now  69%  of  City  purchases.  Even  better,  the  low  mercury  tubes  are  up  to  100%.  As  a result  of 
all  of  these  efforts  and  the  European  Union,  movement  in  the  market  has  been  noticed  and  all  the  major  manufacturers 
of  fluorescent  tubes  are  lowering  their  mercury  levels  to  the  5 milligram  level.  Recommendations  were  made  to 
effectively  implement  the  Ordinance,  e.g.  new  software  for  OCA  to  determine  what  is  being  purchased  off  contract 
and  not  on  the  approved  list  and  that  would  also  produce  reports  and  detail;  to  secure  funding  for  a full-time  Green 
Purchasing  Coordinator;  and  to  expand  the  Ordinance  to  include  service  contracts. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  there  an  outreach  strategy  to  inform  the  business  and  residential 
community  about  something  that  has  been  discovered  to  be  environmentally  and  economically  preferable.  Mr.  Geiger 
stated  that  these  lists  serve  as  an  outreach  tool  to  other  institutional  purchasers  and  will  be  used  in  the  Green  Business 
and  Green  Building  programs.  For  example,  if  people  want  to  know  what  janitorial  products  to  purchase,  you  can 
refer  them  to  the  list. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  about  the  overall  timeline  for  implementing  the  program.  It  was  asked  if  there  are 
specific  product  lists  for  seven  of  the  ten  targeted  producted  categories.  Mr.  Geiger  stated  there  are  specific  product 
lists  for  six  or  seven  of  the  product  categories  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  when  there  would  be 
specific  product  lists  for  all  the  product  categories.  Mr.  Geiger  reported  that  two  are  being  worked  on  right  now  with 
stakeholders,  one  being  the  computer  contract  and  the  other  the  food  contract.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  very  difficult  to 
approximate  how  long  these  processes  take,  but  they  are  aiming  for  early  next  year  to  complete  the  computer  contract. 
At  that  point,  staff  will  start  working  with  vendors  and  end  users  to  develop  a list  of  approved  computers  with  a 
targeted  completion  date  of  the  end  of  2008.  Mr.  Geiger  explained  that  developing  an  ordinance  or  policy  language 
relating  to  food  may  be  difficult  because  there  would  have  to  be  traceability  in  everything  we  buy,  knowledge  of  its 
source,  and  how  it  is  certified.  Another  upcoming  contract  due  to  go  out  in  March  is  for  new  lamps  to  raise  the  bar  on 
mercury  levels  and  energy  efficiency.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  it  is  hard  to  answer  the  question  because  it  is 
resource  limited  and  is  determined  when  contracts  come  out  for  bid.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  to  be  notified  if 
there  is  anything  the  Commission  can  do  to  help  in  this  effort. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  giving  preferences  to  local  products  by  using  concentric  differences,  50  miles, 
100  miles,  300  miles,  etc.  and  to  encourage  vendors  to  provide  information  of  their  product  sources  so  even  if  they  are 
a local  enterprise,  their  products  are  also  favored  in  those  tiers  as  well. 

6.  Solar  Mapping  Project.  The  Commission  will  hear  a presentation  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  mapping 
of  existing  solar  projects  throughout  San  Francisco  and  an  estimate  of  solar  potential  on  every  rooftop  in  San 
Francisco  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  on  Solar  Mapping  (PPT) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvin)nment/meetings/coe/supportinE/2007/SolaiMaDpresentationtoCoiTunission72407.pptI.  Solar  mapping 

website  is  www.sf.solarmap.org. 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program  Manager 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  solar  mapping  project  was  thought  of  a couple  of  years  ago  and  had  since 
discovered  that  Marin  County  had  already  started  a similar  project.  The  Energy  Group  then  started  looking  at  aerial 
photographs,  hand  drawing,  and  then  digitally  drawing  every  rooftop  to  identify  what  the  opportunities  were  for  a 
solar  system  on  each  rooftop.  A solar  map  of  the  City  has  been  created  www.sf.solarmap.org  of  all  solar  systems  in  San 
Francisco,  and  it  was  explained  that  you  could  access  information  on  various  projects  (residential/commercial, 
municipal,  Environmental  Justice,  solar  powered  business  leaders)  by  clicking  on  the  different  colored  dots.  It  was 
reported  that  there  are  over  550  existing  solar  projects  throughout  the  City.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  letters  have 
been  sent  out  to  every  solar  project  for  which  there  is  an  address  to  ask  them  to  sign  a waiver  so  information  can  be 
provided.  Many  sent  back  photos  of  themselves  and  testimonials  that  have  been  incorporated  into  the  system. 
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Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  if  you  type  in  your  address,  you  will  see  a view  of  your  rooftop  and  information  on 
your  estimated  solar  PV  potential,  estimated  electric  bill  savings,  estimated  carbon  dioxide  reduction,  rebates  and  tax 
credit  information,  how  to  get  a unit  installed,  how  much  solar  you  would  need,  links  to  cost  estimates,  solar 
installers,  and  other  related  links.  It  was  stated  that  under  the  current  California  net  metering  law,  you  don’t  want  to 
install  more  power  than  is  needed  because  at  the  end  of  the  year  all  the  excess  power  just  goes  to  the  wires  and  you 
don’t  get  any  money  back.  It  was  explained  that  the  estimate  was  based  on  a conservative  assumption  that  only  25% 
of  the  building's  roof  square  footage  (based  on  information  received  from  the  Tax  Assessor’s  Office)  can  be  used  for 
solar  (to  take  into  account  roof  pitch  and  direction,  shading,  roof  obstructions,  etc.).  The  data  is  not  always  100% 
accurate,  and  there  are  gaps  in  the  Assessor's  data,  so  you  may  find  that  information  on  your  facility  or  building  either 
isn't  there  or  is  different  than  what  you  know  to  be  real. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  the  project  factors  in  how  sunny  the  neighborhood  is  or  is  based  on  the 
square  footage  at  25%  of  the  roof.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  he  believes  the  cost  estimator  may  factor  the  criteria  in. 
It  was  explained  that  there  are  a lot  of  clear  cool  days  in  San  Francisco  and  that  solar  panels  operate  most  effectively 
j when  it  is  clear  and  cold—the  hotter  it  gets  the  lower  the  output.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  the 
Sunset  District  is  cloudier  than  the  Mission  District  where  it  is  usually  sunny  and  asked  if  that  was  a factor.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  is  a factor,  and  that  data  is  being  gathered  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  there  are  277  average  hits  on  the  website  and  interest  has  been  shown  from  other  local 
governments  and  municipal  utilities  from  around  the  country.  The  next  steps  are  to  hand-digitize  the  largest  2000 
rooftops.  The  firm  that  provided  the  City  with  pro  bono  work  to  set  this  project  up  (CH2M  Hill)  has  developed 
recognition  software  to  automate  the  digitization  process  and  to  take  account  all  of  the  rooftop  obstructions  and  shade. 
A review  is  being  made  of  how  accurate  the  information  is  and  the  project’s  cost  effectiveness.  With  an  accurate 
estimate,  we  might  have  a much  better  idea  of  what  the  actual  full  potential  is  in  San  Francisco  and  whether  the  net 
metering  law  works  against  the  City.  If  the  law  were  determined  to  work  against  the  City  in  a significant  amount,  we 
would  be  recommending  that  the  net  metering  law  be  changed.  We  would  like  to  get  PG&E  data  to  be  automatically 
loaded  into  this  program,  so  you  would  be  able  to  get  a much  more  detailed  description  of  the  advisable  size  of  the 
solar  system  and  its  cost  effectiveness.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  he  hopes  that  solar  sales  people  will  be  using  this 
program  to  help  target  more  projects. 

Commissioner  King  commended  the  Department  for  its  work  on  the  project  and  suggested  that  more  tools  and 
mechanisms  be  developed  to  help  people  do  more  green  projects.  Commissioner  King  spoke  in  support  of  future 
legislation  to  support  the  solar  mapping  project. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  when  the  2000  additional  rooftops  would  be  added  to  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  they  are  being  digitized  in  order  to  get  an  exact  estimate.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  assumptions 
that  have  been  made  in  the  program  should  be  shown  so  people  reviewing  an  address  can  determine  whether  there  are 
corrections  to  be  made.  This  information  is  provided  on  the  website  by  clicking  on  the  "How  These  Estimates  Were 
Derived"  link.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  staff  can  answer  any  questions  on  how  the  assumptions  are  playing  out  in 
their  particular  situation  and  agreed  with  the  suggestion  to  add  an  assumptions  page  on  the  website  so  people  can 
understand  how  the  work  is  being  done.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  accuracy  of  information  being  input  into 
the  system  is  being  checked.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  the  information  is  sent  to  staff  directly  and  then  it  is  input 
by  staff  into  the  system— access  is  not  given  to  the  public  to  directly  input  into  the  system. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  (1)  it  would  helpful  to  include  a link  or  an  email  for  people  to  respond 
to  if  their  information  seems  to  be  inaccurate;  (2)  asked  about  the  plan  for  maintenance  of  the  system;  and  (3) 
inquired  as  to  how  the  Department  can  provide  outreach  to  other  cities  that  may  be  interested  in  implementing  similar 
programs.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  pro  bono  work  was  received  from  CH2M  Hill  because  they  plan  to  offer  this  as 
a product  to  other  cities.  Mr.  Broomhead  advised  that  outreach  to  San  Francisco  citizens  could  be  done  through 
piggybacking  with  other  Department  outreach  activities  currently  in  process.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman 
requested  a presentation  on  SB45 1 net  metering  at  the  next  Commission  meeting.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated 
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that  these  bills  change  almost  daily  until  they  are  passed  and  will  report  back  when  the  legislative  session  ends  which 
will  be  prior  to  the  next  meeting. 

Commissioner  King  commended  the  Department  for  its  work  on  the  project  and  suggested  that  more  tools  and 
mechanisms  be  developed  to  help  people  do  more  green  projects.  Commissioner  King  spoke  in  support  of  future 
legislation  to  support  the  solar  mapping  project. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  when  the  2000  additional  rooftops  would  be  added  to  the  program.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  they  are  being  digitized  in  order  to  get  an  exact  estimate.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  assumptions 
that  have  been  made  in  the  program  should  be  shown  so  people  reviewing  an  address  can  determine  whether  there  are 
corrections  to  be  made.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  assumptions  may  be  hidden,  but  staff  can  answer  any  questions 
on  how  the  assumptions  are  playing  out  in  their  particular  situation  and  agreed  with  the  suggestion  to  add  an 
assumptions  page  on  the  website  so  people  can  understand  how  the  work  is  being  done.  It  was  later  reported  to  the 
Commission  that  if  you  type  in  your  address,  then  click  on  “How  the  estimates  were  derived”  you  will  find  the 
assumptions.  An  explanation  page  is  being  considered  on  providing  information  and  assumptions  on  the  calculations, 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  accuracy  of  information  being  input  into  the  system  is  being  checked.  Mr. 
Broomhead  stated  that  the  information  is  sent  to  staff  directly  and  then  it  is  input  by  staff  into  the  system — access  is 
not  given  to  the  public  to  directly  input  into  the  system. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  (1)  it  would  be  helpful  to  include  a link  or  an  email  for  people  to 
respond  to  if  their  information  seems  to  be  inaccurate;  (2)  asked  about  the  plan  for  website  maintenance.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Department  received  a grant  to  create  this  program,  but  asked  how  would  the  program  continue  to  be 
sustained  and  supported;  and  (3)  inquired  as  to  how  the  Department  can  provide  outreach  to  other  cities  that  may  be 
interested  in  implementing  similar  programs.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  the  website  is  being  maintained  by  CH2M  Hill, 
the  consultant  who  built  the  system  pro  bono.  A maintenance  agreement  will  be  developed.  Mr.  Broomhead  advised 
that  staff  has  tried  to  hand  the  work  over  to  other  local  governments.  It  was  explained  that  outreach  to  San  Francisco 
citizens  could  be  done  through  piggybacking  with  other  Department  outreach  activities  currently  in  process  (and  later 
corrected  this  statement  to  say  that  we  will  be  doing  outreach  under  our  Solar  American  grant  that  we  just  won  from 
United  States  DOE  for  $200,000  over  a two  year  period).  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  requested  a presentation 
on  SB45 1 net  metering  at  the  next  Commission  meeting.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  these  bills  change 
almost  daily  until  they  are  passed  and  will  report  back  when  the  legislative  session  ends  which  will  be  prior  to  the 
next  meeting. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Joel  Kolin  (sp)  asked  if  the  mapping  project  included  a thermal  component.  Mr.  Broomhead 
stated  that  thermal  water  heating  systems  have  not  overlaid  into  the  project,  but  would  like  to  include  those  and 
cogeneration  systems.  Mr.  Broomhead  announced  that  Department  staff  has  a lot  of  upcoming  ideas  and  will  be 
presenting  to  the  Commission  in  the  future  with  additional  information. 

7.  Carbon  Credits.  The  Commission  will  hear  a presentation  on  the  Department’s  investigation  of  the  development  of 
San  Francisco  projects  appropriate  for  earning  carbon  credits  (Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Carbon  Credits  Presentation  (PPT) 

hto://webl.sfgov.org/sito'uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/coe/supportmg/2007/CarbonCreditsPresentation.PPT) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Program  Manager 

Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  the  Energy  Program  is  investigating  developing  a process  or  a system  of  identifying 
San  Francisco  projects  that  could  earn  carbon  credits  that  in  turn  would  be  sold  to  San  Francisco  citizens  and 
businesses.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  has  made  progress  on  our  carbon  footprint  since  2000.  We  are  almost 
down  to  the  1990  levels,  but  have  quite  a ways  to  go  to  get  to  the  2012  goal.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  is  on  the 
Kyoto  Protocol  path  but  not  on  the  City  goal  path,  so  citizens  are  being  called  upon  to  take  part  in  helping  to  decrease 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  (see  explanatory  document  “San  Francisco  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions”  chart). 
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Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  five  project  types  for  carbon  credits  were  considered:  transportation/fuels, 
recycling/composting,  energy  efficiency,  renewable  energy  and  in  addition,  urban  forestry  which  is  more  of  a 
sequestration  project,  but  is  something  that  might  be  considered.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  a number  of  issues  to 
consider  when  discussing  carbon  credits  1)  are  they  verifiable;  2)  additionality;  3)  longevity  of  the  project  (number  of 
years  of  carbon  that  would  result);  4)  monitoring — is  it  something  you  are  able  to  monitor  annually  to  ensure  you  are 
going  to  be  able  to  continue  to  receive  those  carbon  credits;  5)  cost  effectiveness  in  San  Francisco;  6)  visibility  (easier 
to  sell  projects  that  people  can  see);  and  7)  fraud  prevention.  Project  strategies  discussed  include  purchasing  new 
projects,  e.g.  low-income  solar  water  heating;  piggybacking  to  projects  that  are  already  happening  that  we  can  add 
something  small  to  that  will  result  in  a lot  of  tons,  e.g.  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing  runs  an  Asthma/Lead  intervention 
program  and  have  hired  a contractor — add  energy  efficiency  measures  to  the  existing  project  at  a much  lower  cost; 
and  3)  provide  incentives  for  things  that  do  not  currently  have  incentives  or  are  mandated,  e.g.  influencing  people  to 
purchase  Energy  Star  refrigerators  other  than  non-efficient  items. 

8.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Annual  Retreat.  The  Commission  will  discuss  selection  of  dates,  location  and 
topics  for  their  Annual  Retreat  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  reported  that 
the  Commission  held  a retreat  last  year  in  September  and  suggested  that  the  Commission  retreat  this  year  could  be 
held  in  October  as  the  Commission  has  a Regular  Meeting  in  September.  It  was  reported  that  Vice-President  Wald 
has  offered  the  NRDC  conference  room  as  a location  for  the  retreat.  Commissioners  reported  on  their  availability  for 
October  and  a firm  date  would  be  confirmed  through  email.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  that  the  Commissioners  email 
topics  to  the  Commission  Secretary. 


Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  had  attended  last  year’s  retreat  and  made  a request  to  hold  the 
meeting  in  a place  that  is  more  accessible  to  the  public.  The  Main  Library  was  recommended  as  a possibility. 


9.  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Membership.  A discussion  will  be  held  on  increasing  the 
number  of  members  to  the  Policy  Committee  and  legal  requirements  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

SPONSOR:  President  Pelosi  Jr. 
SPEAKERS:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Catharine  Barnes,  Legal  Counsel 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  that  if  you  add  more  than  three  members  to  the  Policy  Committee,  it  would  have  to  be 
published  as  a full  Commission  meeting  and  would  require  a Bylaws  change.  Commissioner  Martin  was  appointed  to 
the  Policy  Committee  in  lieu  of  Commissioner  King,  who  had  offered  to  join  a new  Committee  once  it  is  formed. 


10.  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Final  2007-08  Budget  Update  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Department  Final  Budget  July  11,  2007  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uDloadedfiles/DepartmentBudaet.pdn 

SPONSOR  & SPEAKER:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 


Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  have  been  virtually  no  changes  to  the  budget  since  the  Commission 
approved  it  at  their  January  meeting.  The  changes  that  have  been  made  were  discussed  at  the  Operations  Committee 
Meeting.  The  Department  finalized  a budget  of  $16  million  dollars  with  revenue  sources  that  include  grants  (49%). 
Impound  Account  (41%),  and  other  Departments  (9%).  Expenditures  are  allocated  to  Energy  (43%);  Recycling 
(25%),  Toxics  (14%),  Environmental  Justice  (8%),  Clean  Air  (4%);  Green  Building  (4%),  and  Urban  Forest  (1%). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  final  budget  just  last  week. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  (1)  requested  more  clarity  in  the  budget  document  and  (2)  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  should  have  more  access  to  media  through  print  or  website  and  requested  that  the  Council  be 
provided  with  adequate  funding  and  or  support  to  function  properly  and  provide  adequate  outreach. 

11.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word)  http:  /webi .sfgov.on?  site/unioadedfiies  072407  doc 
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Ms.  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 

Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

Ms.  Fish  referenced  the  Commission  Secretary  Report  in  the  packet  and  asked  Commissioners  to  review  the  enclosed 
memorandum  from  the  Ethics  Commission  on  new  regulations  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  from  subordinates. 
An  update  was  included  in  the  report  on  pending  City  legislation. 

12.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  July  1 1 , 2007  and  review  the 
agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  October  17,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco- 
Center  Conference  Room. 

Commissioner  Mok  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  at  their  July  1 1 meeting  heard  an  informational 
report  presented  by  Ms.  Anne  Eng  on  the  Environmental  Justice  budget  and  grant  program,  Ms.  Shawn 
Rosenmoss  discussed  new  grants  received  by  the  Department,  and  Mr.  Joseph  Salem  discussed  the  2007-08 
Final  Budget.  A report  on  the  School  Education  program  plan  for  the  year  will  be  heard  at  the  October  17 
meeting. 

13.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Gravanis  will  highlight  the  meetings  of  Monday,  June  1 1 and  Monday,  July 
16,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  August  13,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be 
held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  met  twice  since  the  last  Commission  meeting.  At 
the  June  1 1 meeting,  a discussion  was  held  on  Urban  Environmental  Accord  1 5 in  order  to  reduce  the 
percentage  of  single-occupancy  commuter  vehicle  trips  by  10%  in  seven  years,  which  is  a very  ambitious 
goal.  Department  of  the  Environment  Transportation  Manager  Mr.  Faiz  Khan  presented  an  update  on  efforts 
to  achieve  the  goal,  e.g.  the  Walk  to  School  Program,  Bicycle  Programs,  greater  use  of  public  transit,  how  to 
advance  ride  sharing,  the  “HOT”  lanes  network  proposal,  and  congestion  pricing.  The  main  discussion  item 
was  to  continue  discussion  on  bottled  water. 

Also  at  the  June  meeting  guest  speaker  Mr.  Brian  Stranko  from  CalTrout  talked  about  the  proposal  to  install  a 
Nestles  Bottling  Plant  in  McCloud  discussing  problems  related  to  bottled  water  plants  and  bottled  water,  but 
indicated  that  there  might  be  a way  to  build  such  a plant  that  is  not  so  harmful  to  the  environment.  There  are 
issues  about  extracting  ground  water  that  have  not  been  resolved.  Mr.  Chien  presented  a follow-up  on  Green 
Point  Rated  Residential  program  to  expand  on  previous  discussions  to  the  full  Commission. 

At  the  July  16  meeting,  a speaker  from  the  International  Bottled  Water  Association  and  Nestle  discussed  then- 
viewpoints.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  information  on  the  carbon  imprint  resulting  from 
transportation  of  the  bottled  water  would  have  to  wait  until  the  EER/EIS  would  be  re-circulated.  As  a result,  it 
is  not  possible  to  judge  the  major  environmental  impacts  of  a bottled  water/plant  at  this  time.  It  was  stated 
that  a great  group  of  public  speakers  attended  the  meeting  and  handed  out  information  speaking  against 
bottled  water,  the  good  quality  of  our  bottled  water,  and  toxics  problems  associated  with  plastics.  On  August 
13,  the  Policy  Committee  will  hear  a presentation  from  Department  staff  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report. 

14.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Director’s  Report  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedtiles/DirectorsReportJulv-2007r21.doc. 
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Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 
give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun  presented  highlights  of  the  Department’s  programs  from  May  to  July. 

Administration.  On  June  19,  the  City,  PG&E  and  Golden  Gate  Energy  reached  an  agreement  to  conduct  a $1 .9 
million  comprehensive  study  to  determine  tidal  power  potential  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  News  was  also  received 
that  San  Francisco  was  one  of  thirteen  cities  selected  to  receive  solar  funding  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Energy.  A press  conference  was  held  on  this  development  attended  by  the  Department  and  the  Mayor  along  with 
CH2M  Hill  who  had  developed  the  solar  mapping  project. 

On  June  21,  results  were  announced  of  the  San  Francisco  Litter  Study,  with  the  Mayor  pledging  to  reduce  litter  by 
50%  in  the  next  five  years.  He  had  called  a meeting  with  franchise  fast  food  owners  to  ask  their  cooperation  in 
litter  reduction. 

On  July  2,  a press  event  was  held  with  the  Mayor  and  the  Green  Building  Task  Force  to  recommend  mandatory 
environmental  standards  for  residential  and  commercial  buildings  in  San  Francisco.  If  the  recommendations  were 
to  be  accepted,  San  Francisco  would  impose  the  nation’s  most  environmentally  rigorous  building  standards. 

Three  staff  members  had  been  hired,  a Virtual  Warehouse  Coordinator,  School  Education  Coordinator  and  a 
Commercial  Recycling  Associate.  Seven  additional  people  will  be  hired  to  join  the  Department  in  August. 

Clean  Air  Program.  A vendor  was  selected  to  convert  three  Toyota  Prius  hybrids  to  plug  in  hybrid  electric 
vehicles.  As  of  July  11,  44%  of  our  diesel  fleet  now  uses  B20  biodiesel.  We  are  also  working  and  researching  on 
project  ideas  with  local  stakeholders  in  response  to  the  U.S.  EPA  Clean  School  Bus  program  and  the  award 
amounts  to  $1  million  +. 

Recycling.  The  Department  joined  the  Mayor  for  a press  conference  on  our  litter  study  where  he  set  a 50%  litter 
reduction  goal  over  5 year.  We  confirmed  that  reducing  publish  trash  receptacles  actually  reduces  litter  and 
illegal  dumping  and  showcased  the  new  receptacles  that  were  purchased.  The  Department  also  defended  the 
receptacle  reductions  at  a Board  of  Supervisors  hearing.  The  Food  Service  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance  went  into 
effect  on  June  1 and  outreach  was  conducted  at  several  food  service  outlets.  At  the  present  time,  the  diversion 
goal  for  California  is  50%  and  we  are  supporting  a new  bill  that  would  set  a 75%  diversion  goal  by  2020. 

Environmental  Justice.  The  Environmental  Justice  program  was  awarded  two  grants,  one  for  $15,000  from 
California  Breathing  and  another  for  $35,000  from  US  EPA  to  reduce  asthma  triggers  in  low-income  homes. 
These  funds  will  be  used  to  promote  non-toxic  cleaning  products  and  reduce  pesticide  use.  The  Department  is 
continuing  our  work  on  biodiesel  training  with  City  College,  which  is  part  of  a $200,000  federal  grant  from  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA). 

Energy.  Our  consultant  began  work  on  identifying  project  types  in  San  Francisco  that  might  earn  carbon  credits. 
We  are  also  working  on  an  Ordinance  to  require  energy  efficient  fluorescent  lighting  with  a performance  standard 
of  82  lumens  per  watt  that  is  in  final  draft  by  the  City  Attorney.  The  first  draft  of  the  Residential  Energy 
'Conservation  Ordinance  has  been  completed.  In  the  Energy  Watch  Program,  the  Small  Business  Program  is  now 
in  full  operation  and  is  increasing  its  installation  rate.  The  same  is  true  for  the  Multi-Family  program.  On 
renewable  energy,  we  are  working  with  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  and  the  Fire  Department  to 
simplify  the  solar  permitting  process.  The  solar  mapping  project  has  been  launches  and  has  received  lots  of  press 
and  positive  feedback. 
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Toxics  Reduction.  Staff  has  attended  neighborhood  association  meetings  in  the  Tenderloin  and  in  SOMA  to  ask 
residents  about  the  types  of  pest  problems  they  have  experienced  in  their  apartment  buildings  and  current 
practices  and  products  used  to  treat  pests.  Results  will  aid  our  group  in  designing  targeted  outreach  and 
educational  materials.  Additionally,  staff  is  collaborating  with  the  San  Francisco  Day  Labor  Program  in  then- 
toxics  reduction  training  for  domestic  workers.  We  have  added  education  and  safer  pest  control  and  aerosol 
alternatives  to  the  safer  cleaning  curriculum.  This  effort  is  timely  because  in  today’s  Chronicle,  there  is  an  article 
about  harmful  household  chemicals. 

Green  Building  Program.  Advertising  goal  has  been  exceeded:  SF  Business  Times-Advertising  goal  of  $25K 
has  been  achieved,  and  as  of  July  16,  $30K  has  been  raised,  guaranteeing  at  least  a 12-page  supplement. 
September  has  been  designated  a Green  Building  Month  and  we  are  partnering  with  the  American  Institute  of 
Architects  N.  CA  Chapter  to  promote  green  building.  One  of  the  main  events  that  the  Department  is  organizing 
includes  the  Build  It  Green  Home  Tour  in  San  Francisco.  On  the  municipal  front,  staff  has  been  assisting  the  SF 
Public  Utilities  Commission  with  the  feasibility  of  certifying  Hetch  Hetchy  as  a low  impact  hydropower  facility. 

Urban  Forestry.  There  has  been  a reorganization  in  the  Urban  Forestry  program.  There  were  formerly  two 
positions  and  now  have  consolidated  it  to  one  position  that  has  been  reclassified  to  a 5638  Environmental 
Assistant.  Over  100  job  applications  have  been  received  with  interviews  and  announcements  to  be  made  in  early 
August. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  provided  recommendations  for  formatting  of  the  Director’s  Report  requesting 
that  major  items  be  noted  first  and  to  add  to  the  front  page  what  the  top  challenges  or  issues  facing  the 
Department  are  that  the  Commissioners  could  contribute  to. 

15.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  President  Pelosi  Jr.  appointed  Commissioner 
Rodriguez  Heyman  to  the  Operations  Committee  in  lieu  of  Commissioner  Gravanis  who  resigned  from  the 
Committee. 

16.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion).  There  were  no  new  business  and  future  agenda 

items  discussed  at  this  time. 

17.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 

18.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish 
Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission’s  website  at 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=6 1 004:  or  by  following  the  links  above  (3)  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (4)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a),sfgov. org. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  25,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
SEP  2 0 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY  - 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Johanna  Wald  (Vice-President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  Angelo  King,  Jane  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  24,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes 
of  the  July  24,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML)  htw/sfgov.org/sit^sfenvironment  Paee.asp?id=65436l  (Discussion  and 
Action). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

4.  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Building.  Overview  of  the  recommendations  that  the  Task  Force  presented  to  the 
Mayor  in  July  2007  to  advance  green  building  in  the  private  sector  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Mayor’s  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  Report  and  Recommendations  (PDF) 
httD://www.sfenvironment.orq/downloads/librarv/Qbtfrrreleasev1 .3.  pdf) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Laura  Rodormer,  Green  Bi  Ming  Coordinator 

5.  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Outreach  Plan.  Summary  of  the  Department  of  tne  Environment 
and  Norcal’s  outreach  focus  for  “Fantastic  Three”  and  Toxics  for  2007-08  and  presentation  of  Fall  2007  outreach 
campaigns  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Thea  Hillman,  Communication  Manager  and  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager 

6.  Green  Business  Program  Reforms.  Proposal  to  reform  the  Green  Business  Program  in  an  effort  to  build  program 

| capacity  and  provide  much  needed  assistance  to  local  small  businesses  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxic  Reduction  Program  Manager  and 
Sushma  Dhulipala,  Commercial  Toxic  Reduction  Coordinator 


City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
7/25-/07  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


7.  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report,  “Can  San  Francisco  Keep  its  Promise  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions?” 

Overview  of  the  Response  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report  (PDF) 
http://www.sfaov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/courts/qreen  house  gas  emissions  report.pdf.  Department’s  Responses  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.ore/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromTient/meetings/c6Q/stipportingy2007/CivilGranclJurvReptDeptResponses.doc.  Department  Responses 
Table  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CivilGrandJm-vDeptRespTable.doc and 
Presentation  (PPT)  http  ://webl. sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvirQnment/meetings/coe/suDDortmg/20Q7/CivilGrandJurvPresentation.DDf) . 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator 

8.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word). 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday, 
October  17,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

" Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  meetings  of  Monday,  August  13  and  Tuesday, 
September  18,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  October  22,  2007, 

5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

11.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 
give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

12.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

13.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

14.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

15.  Adjournment 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  November  27,  2007  at 
5:00  p.m.,  Room  416,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission 's  website  at  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004;  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(a).sfeov.  ore  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 
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Public  Comment 


At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the 
public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that 
the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This 
rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is 
limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  is  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Commission  meeting  rooms 
are  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street. 
Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at 
Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible 
curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness 
Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical 
sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities 
should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting, 
a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make 
arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view,  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before 
the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr..  Sunshine  Task 
Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415) 
554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of 
the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For 
more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco. 
CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell 
phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission 
Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  that 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper 
Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Posted:  September  20,  2007 
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The  Honorable  Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 
San  Francisco  City  Hail 
Room  200 

1 Carlton  B.  Good  let  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

June  2007 


Dear  Mayor  Newsom, 

It  is  with,  a great  sense  of  anticipation  and  optimism  that,  as  Chair  of  the  Mayor's  Task  Force  on 
Green  Building,  i transmit  to  you  our  Report  and  Recommendations.  We  believe  the 
recommendations  offered  in  this  report,  if  implemented,  will  accelerate  the  growth  of  sustainable 
building  already  underway  in  San  Francisco  by  recently  adopted  City  policies. 

This  report  represents  the  combined  efforts  of  the  independent  group  you  empanelled,  including 
members  from  San  Francisco’s  architectural,  technical  design,  development,  financial  and 
construction  communities. . Our  effort  has  focused  on  opportunities  to  improve  performance  of 
private  sector  buildings  and  then  recommend  new  and  heightened  green  building  standards  in  San 
Francisco,  in  conjunction  with  the  “Livable  City  Initiative"  and  “Climate  Action  Plan". 

We  have  focused  our  deliberations  on  building  types  where  the  expertise  of  the  group  was 
greatest.  We  believe  that  our  recommendations,  if  adopted,  will  be  the  most  progressive  of  any  city 
in  the  United  States.  They  address  the  following  project  types; 

New  Large  Commercial  High-Rise  Residential 

Mid-Size  Commercial  New  Multi-Family  Residential 

Major  Alterations  & Tenant  improvements  New  Small  Family  Residential 

This  report  calls  for  a strategy  of  implementation  of  building  performance  standards  across  a broad 
range  of  building  uses.  The  performance  requirements  gradually  increase  over  a five-year  period 
(2008-2012)  to  generate  the  greatest  environmental,  health,  social  and  economic  benefits. 

It  is  important  that  these  proposals  can  be  readily  understood  and  accepted  by  the  public,  the 
building  community,  and  City  departments.  For  that  reason  we  have  utilized  existing  performance 
measurement  systems  and  will  work  within  the  City’s  current  review  process. 

As  part  of  this  set  of  recommendations,  we  request  that  this  Task  Force  now  transition  into  a new 
“San  Francisco  Green  Building  Advisory  Committee."  In  its  new  form,  the  group  would  collaborate 
with  your  office  and  the  many  City  departments,  private  organizations,  stakeholder  groups,  and 
other  green  committees,  who  can  work  to  transform  these  recommendations  into  ordinances  and 
directives  that  will  deliver  the  anticipated  results. 

We  have  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  serve  and  we  know  that  the  bulk  of  the  effort  still  lies 
ahead. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Phillip  Williams 

Chair,  Mayors  Task  Force  on  Green  Building 
Webcor  Builders 


The  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

REPORT  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

June  2007 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

As  we  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  look  at  a broad  range  of  policies  and  programs  to  improve  our 
quality  of  life  and  reduce  our  impacts  on  the  environment,  we  recognize  that  new  building 
standards  can  be  implemented  to  reduce  energy,  CO2  emissions,  construction  waste,  water  usage 
and  other  infrastructure  requirements. 

Who  and  Why: 

The  Mayor’s  Task  Force  membership  comprises  ten  members  from  San  Francisco’s  ownership, 
developer,  financial,  architectural,  engineering  and  construction  community.  The  Task  Force  was 
empanelled  to  look  beyond  the  sustainability  requirements  for  municipal  buildings  already  in  place 
in  San  Francisco  (and  virtually  every  other  major  US  City),  and  to  make  recommendations  for 
green  building  standards  applying  to  the  broader  and  more  significant  private  sector  building 
market. 

What  and  When: 

The  resulting  recommendations  of  the  Task  Force  comprehensively  address  all  new  commercial 
buildings  over  5,000  square  feet,  major  alterations  and  new  residential  construction  projects. 
These  are  not  broad-brush  policy  statements.  Significant  detail  accompanies  these 
recommendations  so  that  they  can  be  thoroughly  reviewed,  debated,  agreed  upon,  enacted  and 
implemented. 

To  enable  rapid  implementation,  industry-established  means  and  methods  are  employed. 
Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED)®  standards  as  established  by  the  United 
States  Green  Building  Council  (USGBC)  should  be  the  primary  means  used  for  commercial 
building  and  high-rise  residential  uses.  GreenPoint  Rated  (GPR)  should  be  referenced  for  non- 
high-rise residential  uses.  These  requirements  are  based  upon  LEED  and  GPR  standards  effective 
June  2007.  Equivalent  means  to  achieve  the  stated  LEED  and  GPR  requirements,  including  third- 
party  verification,  are  also  allowed. 

The  commercial  sector  development,  design  and  construction  industries  are  already  familiar  with 
green  buildings  and  are  mature  enough  to  implement  the  new  requirements  in  January  2008  with 
an  entry  level  requirement  to  be  LEED  Certified.  Most  of  the  commercial  standards  would  increase 
to  Silver  in  2009-2011  and  then  elevate  to  LEED  Gold  level  in  2012. 

The  residential  market  is  less  familiar  with  green  practices,  and  therefore  2008  will  be  used  as  an 
orientation  year.  Completion  of  the  Green  Points  checklist  would  be  required,  but  compliance  with 
any  points  is  entirely  voluntary.  In  2009,  mandatory  requirements  would  begin,  with  a combination 
of  required  and  optional  green  practices/points  to  achieve25  Green  Points.  This  requirement 
increases  in  2010-2011  to  GreenPoint  Rated  50  points,  and  then  to  GreenPoint  Rated  75  points  in 
2012,  which  is  comparable  to  the  LEED  Silver  rating. 

Implementation  of  these  new  requirements  will  be  difficult  without  core  knowledge  of  their  meaning. 
Thus,  training  will  be  required  for  City  staff,  as  will  funding  for  process  revision  (application  forms 
etc),  and  for  public  outreach.  Impacts  on  review  agency  staffing  levels  are  expected  to  be  low. 
Additional  City  and  industry  resources  will  be  necessary  to  educate  the  owners  and  builders  and 
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familiarize  the  public  with  these  new  incentives  and  requirements,  their  intent,  and  their 
implementation. 

Means  and  Methods: 

In  order  for  the  recommendations  to  be  effective,  they  must  be  consistent  with  existing  review  and 
construction  processes  and  be  readily  understood  by  permit  applicants.  At  the  time  of  building 
permit  submittal,  the  project  would  be  mandated  to  follow  the  green  building  requirements 
designated  for  that  year  in  the  Recommendation  Tables  A through  F.  Regardless  of  changes  to  the 
rating  systems  that  occur  after  adoption  of  these  recommendations,  the  rating  systems  in  effect  at 
the  time  of  adoption  of  these  recom  mendations  should  govern. 

The  recommendations  are  divided  into  six  categories  of  use  and  size,  based  upon  existing  City 
code  and  department  designations.  This  allows  the  City  and  process  stakeholders  (owners, 
developers,  architects,  designers  and  contractors)  to  work  within  existing  systems  and  norms. 


Benefits  and  Results: 


Significant  benefits  can  be  realized  if  the  recommendations  are  implemented  in  accord  with  the 
proposed  timeline.  Some  of  the  cumulative  benefits  through  2012  include: 


CO2  reductions: 

Energy  savings: 

Drinking  water  savings: 

Waste  and  storm  water  reductions: 
Construction  and  demolition  waste  reduction: 
Increased  recycled  materials  valuations: 
Reduced  auto  trips: 

Increased  green  power  generation: 


60.000  tons  of  CO 2 emissions 

220.000  megawatt  hours  of  power 
100  million  gallons  of  water 

90  million  gallons  of  water 
700  million  pounds 
200  million  dollars 

540.000  trips 

37  thousand  megawatt  hours 


Comparisons  and  Leadership: 

There  is  significant  leadership  potential  for  the  City  with  these  recommendations.  Our  research 
shows  that  these  proposals  are  the  most  progressive  in  the  United  States.  No  other  major  City 
addresses  both  commercial  and  residential  and  no  City  has  timetables  this  aggressive  or 
standards  that  encompass  residential  and  commercial,  large  and  small,  new  and  alterations. 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDED  CERTIFICATION  LEVELS 


2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

A. 

New  Large  Commercial 

LEED 

Certified 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 

Gold 

B. 

New  High-Rise  Residential 

LEED 

Certified 

LEED 

Certified 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 
• Silver 

LEED 

Silver 

C. 

Large  CTIs  & Major  Alterations 

LEED 

Certified 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 

Silver 

LEED 

Gold 

D. 

Mid-Size  Com’l:  New  & Alterations 

LEED 

Checklist 

LEED 

Checklist 

LEED 

Checklist 

LEED 

Checklist 

LEED 

Checklist 

E. 

New  Mid-Size  Multi-Family 

GPR 

Guidelines 

25  points 
GPR 

50  points 
GPR 

75  points 
GPR 

75  points 
GPR 

F. 

New  Small  Residential  (1-4  Units) 

GPR 

Guidelines 

25  points 
GPR 

50  points 
GPR 

50  points 
GPR 

75  points 
GPR 
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MISSION  STATEMENT 


The  mission  of  the  Task  Force  is  to  advise  the  City’s  policy  makers  about  mandates,  incentives, 
education  and  outreach,  in  order  to  increase  the  number  and  improve  the  quality  of  green  buildings 
in  San  Francisco,  and  to  assess  the  potential  impacts  of  these  recommendations. 
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PARTI:  BACKGROUND 


The  citizens,  business  leaders  and  government  of  San  Francisco  have  a proud  tradition  and  well- 
deserved  reputation  of  addressing  tough  issues  and  developing  creative  solutions.  That  strong 
base  of  commitment  to  environmental  stewardship,  technology,  innovation,  and  progressive 
policies  helps  us  resolve  these  pressing  environmental  challenges. 

The  Task  Force  proposes  the  recommendations  in  this  report  act  as  an  additional  step  in  the 
growing  series  of  significant  actions  sponsored  by  this  City. 

1997  - San  Francisco  Sustainability  Plan 

Authored  to  provide  and  maintain  a good  quality  of  life  for  residents  as  impacted  by  the  City's 
environment. 

2002  - Climate  Action  Plan 

The  City  passed  a resolution  committing  to  reduce  carbon  emissions  by  25%  below  1990  levels  by 
2012-  this  goal  goes  beyond  the  Kyoto  P rotocol  objectives. 

2004  - Chapter  7 of  the  Environment  Code  (LEED  Silver  for  municipal  buildings) 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  sets  the  local  green  building  example  by  requiring  all  new  municipal 
construction  and  major  renovation  projects  to  achieve  a LEED®  Silver  certification  from  the  US 
Green  Building  Council. 

2004  - Zero  Waste 

The  City  of  San  Francisco’s  twin  goals  of  75  percent  landfill  diversion  by  2010  and  Zero  Waste  by 
2020.  (also  see  “Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery”  Ordinance,  below). 

2005  - Urban  Environmental  Accords 

Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  presented  mayors  from  around  the  world  with  a unique  opportunity  to  create 
and  commit  to  a set  of  objectives  for  an  urban  future.  This  document  has  since  been  signed  by 
more  than  a hundred  mayors  who  have  begun  applying  Accord  principles  in  their  own  cities  across 
the  globe. 

2006  - Streamlined  Solar  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Permit  process 

The  San  Francisco  Building  and  Planning  Departments  have  developed  criteria  so  solar  permits 
now  cost  less  than  $90  and  can  be  issued  over  the  counter,  without  the  delays  of  in-house  reviews. 
DBI  estimates  that  90  percent  of  photovoltaic  system  applications  meet  the  requirements  for  the 
streamlined  permit  process. 

2006  - Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted  Ordinance  No.  27-06  mandating  the  recycling  of  construction 
and  demolition  (C&D)  debris. 

2006  - Green  Building  Priority  Permitting 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  the  Planning  Department  and  the 
Department  of  Environment,  established  a priority  permitting  process  for  LEED  Gold  certified,  or 
equivalent,  building  projects.  Eight  projects  have  presently  been  accepted,  with  4 m ore  pending. 
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PART  2:  TASK  FORCE  MEMBERSHIP 


Mr.  Phil  Williams 

CHAIR: 

Webcor  Builders 

Vice  President  of  a large  commercial  building  general  contracting  firm 

Mr.  Charles  Breidinger 

MEMBERS: 

BIC  Code  Advisory  Committee,  Green  Building  Subcommittee 
Professional  Engineer 

Mr.  Ken  Cleaveland 

Building  Owners  and  Managers  Association 

Industry  representative  for  building  owners  and  managers 

Mr.  Mike  Kerwin 

Lorax  Development 

General  contractor  and  developer  of  sm all-seal  e residential  projects 

Mr.  Peter  Liu 

New  Resource  Bank 

Community  banker  providing  funding  for  sustainable  building  projects 

Mr.  Ezra  Mersey 

Jackson  Pacific  Ventures 

Developer  of  high-rise  residential  buildings 

Ms.  Margie  O’Driscoll,  AIA  American  Institute  of  Architects 
Executive  Director,  AIA  SF 


Ms.  Kirsten  Ritchie 

Gensler 

Engineer  with  certification  systems  expertise 

Mr.  Ken  Seibel 

Tishman  Speyer 

Real  estate  owners,  developers,  and  fund  managers 

Mr.  Bill  Worthen 

Simon  and  Associates 

Architect  and  green  building  consultant 

Mr.  Rich  Chien 

EX-OFFICIO  MEMBERS: 

Department  of  the  Environment 
Residential  Green  Building  Coordinator 

Mr.  Laurence  Kornfield 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 
Chief  of  Technical  Services 

Mr.  Craig  Nikitas 

Planning  Department 
Senior  Planner,  Director’s  Office 

Ms.  Laura  Rodormer 

Department  of  the  Environment 
Commercial  Green  Building  Coordinator 

Mr.  Daniel  Sider 

Mayor’s  Office  of  City  Greening 
Director 

Mr.  Todd  Lukesh 

SUPPORT: 

Webcor  Builders 
Sustainability  Engineer 

Ms.  Christy  Tao 

Department  of  the  Environment 
Green  Building  Staff 
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PART  3:  OBJECTIVES  AND  METHODOLOGY 


The  Task  Force  first  met  on  March  15,  2007,  and  met  every  two  weeks  thereafter,  through  June 
15,  2007.  Meetings  were  open  and  transparent,  with  no  closed-door  sessions.  Visitors  were 
allowed  access  to  sessions  and  meetings,  where  the  members  reviewed  all  ideas  and  suggestions. 

After  general  principles  and  parameters  for  our  work  were  agreed  upon,  sub-committees 
comprising  Task  Force  members  were  formed  to  focus  on  specialized  areas.  The  sub-committees, 
at  ad  hoc  meetings,  drafted  guidelines  for  specific  building  types.  Those  drafts  were  then  reviewed 
by  the  entire  group,  which  form  ed  a consensus  for  the  final  recommendations. 

City  staff  acted  primarily  as  technical  and  logistical  support  for  the  Task  Force,  and  also  contributed 
to  group  discussions  by  providing  expertise  about  existing  review  processes,  Code  requirements, 
project  thresholds,  and  construction  activity. 

The  task  force  recognized  that  there  are  many  areas  that  require  the  City’s  attention  regarding 
sustainability  issues.  However,  based  on  the  group’s  expertise,  the  scope  of  recommendations 
was  limited  to  private  projects  in  two  market  segments:  commercial  and  residential  buildings. 
These  two  segments  were  further  divided  by  building  size,  new  construction  and  m ajor  alterations. 

Principles  guiding  the  Task  Force’s  recommendations  are: 

1.  Incentives  should  be  offered  as  an  immediate  and  effective  means  for  acceptance  and 
implementation. 

2.  Incentives  supplement  requirements,  and  some  transition  to  requirements,  or  reduce  in 
scope  as  time  progresses. 

3.  More  aggressive  actions  yield  earlier  and  higher  benefits. 

4.  Proposed  requirements  are  set  for  near-  and  mid-terms  (1-5  years)  so  that  immediate 
impacts  can  be  realized,  recorded  and  analyzed  for  results  and  adjustments.  Proposals  and 
recommendations  that  focus  on  10-20  year  objectives  may  push  the  resolution  of  the  issue 
into  the  future  and  transfer  the  obligation  of  change  to  others.  In  addition,  an  extended 
timeline  cannot  account  for  technological,  environmental,  social,  or  political  changes  and 
therefore  cannot  accurately  project  the  future  state. 

5.  Implementation  timelines  are  progressive  (phased)  over  a five-year  span,  to  allow 

developers,  stakeholders  and  professionals  time  to  plan  for  the  progressively  more 

stringent  requirements. 

6.  The  Task  Force  should  employ  existing,  recognized  metrics  for  thresholds,  requirements, 
rating  systems,  etc.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  this  Task  Force  to  author  guidelines  or  standards 
that  are  not  already  established  such  as  LEE  D,  Title-24,  GreenPoint  Rated,  etc.  References 
to  these  specific  groups  or  standards  are  expressly  intended  to  include  comparable 
organizations,  guidelines  and  standards,  as  approved  by  the  City. 

7.  Education  of  the  public,  training  of  City  staff,  and  outreach  to  the  development  and 

construction  communities  are  essential  for  success  in  implementing  heightened  green 

building  requirements. 

8.  Recommendation  requirements  in  effect  at  the  time  of  Building  Permit  Applications  apply  to 
each  project. 

9.  The  effects  of  implemented  recommendations  should  be  monitored. 

10.  Issues  and  building  types  not  addressed  specifically  by  this  Task  Force  should  be  taken  up 
by  future  committees  with  the  expertise  to  do  so. 
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PART  4:  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  City  of  San  Francisco  must  take  a leadership  role  in  addressing  environmental  impacts  to 
improve  our  health  and  economic  well-being.  These  impacts  include  consumption  of  natural 
resources,  accelerated  effects  on  cl  imate  change,  and  increased  pollution. 

As  the  City  looks  at  a broad  range  of  policies  and  programs  to  improve  sustainability,  it  recognizes 
that  buildings  are  the  number  one  contributor  to  man-made  CO2  production  (greater  than 
transportation  and  industrial  sources),  and  have  significant  other  impacts  on  air  quality,  landfill, 
transportation,  energy  consumption,  resource  use,  and  occupant  health  and  productivity.  It  is 
essential  that  sustainable  practices  become  standards  of  the  building  industry. 

These  recommendations  are  intended  to  be  implemented  so  that  project  sponsors,  owners,  and 
design  and  construction  professionals  can  easily  understand  the  program,  work  with  the  process, 
and  then  complete  construction  and  inspection  of  their  projects  without  undue  complication.  The 
Task  Force  set  internal  requirements  that  all  recommendations  must  be: 

■ Progressive 

■ Readily  implemented 

■ Introduced  in  phases 

■ Increasingly  more  stringent  over  tim  e 

■ Able  to  create  incentives  for  buildings  that  exceed  requirements 

■ Of  sufficient  scope  and  breadth  to  provide  measurable  impacts 

■ Initiated  in  2008  and  produce  significant  results  withi  n five  (5)  years 

Recommendations  of  the  Task  Force  include  a range  of  incentives  and  requirements,  some  of 
which  are  shown  in  the  abbreviated  tables  below.  These  “Baseline  Requirements”  delineate  the 
graduated  mandates  for  green  building  ratings.  More  extensive  tables  showing  the  complete  range 
of  recommendations  appear  at  the  end  of  this  Section. 

BASE  LINE  REQUIREMENTS 


A.  New  Large  Commercial  Buildings  >25,000  sf  or  over  75  ft  in  height  (offii 


2008 2009 2010 201J 2012 

LEED  rating  Certified  Silver  Silver  Silver  Gold 

Beginning  in  the  1st  quarter  of  2008,  new  large  commercial  buildings  over  25,000  sf  or  75  ft  in 
height  will  be  required  to  achieve  LEED  Certification.  The  requirements  will  increase  over  the  next 
five  years  so  that  by  2012  these  bui  Idings  will  be  LEED  NC  2.2  or  LEED  CS  2.0  Gold  certified. 


B,  New  High-Rise  Residential  Buildings 


2008 2009 2010 20U 2012 

LEED  rating  Certified  Certified  Silver  Silver  Silver 

Beginning  in  the  1st  quarter  of  2008  new  high-rise  residential  buildings  over  75  ft  in  height  will  be 
required  to  achieve  LEED  Certification.  The  requirements  will  increase  over  the  next  five  years  so 
that  by  2010  buildings  of  this  type  must  be  LEED  NC  2.2  or  LEED  CS  2.0  Silver  certified. 
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C,  Large  Commercial  Interiors  & Major  Alterations  (25,000  sf  and  over) 


2008 2009  2010 2011 2012 

LEED  rating  Certified  Silver  Silver  Silver  Gold 

Beginning  in  1st  qtr  of  2008  new  large  (25,000  sf  or  more)  commercial  interiors  & major  alterations 
(where  interior  finishes  are  removed  and  upgrades  to  structural  and  M.E.P.  systems  are  proposed) 
will  be  required  to  achieve  LEED  Certification.  The  requirements  will  increase  over  the  next  five 
years  so  that  by  2012  buildings  of  this  type  must  be  LEED  EB  2.0  or  LEED  Cl  2.0  Gold  certified. 


D.  New  Mid-Size  Commercial  Buildings  5,000  sf  or  more  and  < 25,000  sf  & height  < 75’ 


2008 2009  2010 20U 2012 

LEED  Credits  0 3 4 6 7 

Beginning  in  1st  qtr  of  2008  new  mid-size  commercial  buildings  (over  5,000  and  less  than  25,000  sf 
and  less  than  75”  to  the  highest  occupied  floor)  will  complete  a LEED  checklist  but  not  be  required 
to  achieve  any  points.  In  2009,  a select  list  of  three  LEED  credits  must  be  achieved,  increasing  to 
seven  credits  in  201 1 . The  required  credits  are  consistent  with  the  credits  required  for  the  new 
commercial  buildings  25,000  sf  and  over. 


E.  New  Midsize  Multifamily 

(5  units  and  over  and  less  than  75  ft  in  height) 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

GreenPoints  0- 

25 

GPR  50 

GPR  75 

GPR  75 

F.  New  Small  Residential 

(1-4  units) 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

GreenPoints  0 

25 

GPR  50 

GPR  50 

GPR  75 

Beginning  in  the  1st  qtr  of  2008,  a voluntary  program  requiring  a completed  GreenPoint  checklist 
will  be  initiated  for  all  new  low-rise  residential  developments  (under  75  ft  in  height).  The  year  2008 
is  proposed  as  an  education  and  orientation  period  for  residential,  so  no  points  will  be  required. 
Beginning  in  2009,  twenty-five  GreenPoints  must  be  completed  from  the  checklist.  In  2010  projects 
must  be  GreenPoint  Rated  (50  pts.),  increasing  to  GreenPoint  Rated  (75  pts.)  for  mid-size  multi- 
family in  2011,  and  for  small  residential  projects  in  2012. 

SUPERIOR  PERFORMANCE  INCENTIVES 

All  buildings,  independent  of  type  and  size,  which  significantly  exceed  the  established  baseline  ' 
requirements,  could  potentially  receive  incentives  ranging  from: 

■ Development  bonuses,  such  as  additional  buil  ding  height  or  F.A.R. 

■ Priority  permitting,  providing  expedited  ass  ignment  of  review  of  applications 

■ Equalization  of  green  assessment  evaluations,  to  avoid  increased  taxes  for  green  features 

■ Rebate  or  refunds  of  project  fees  for  green  projects  exceeding  req  uirements 
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INVESTING  IN  GREEN  BUILDINGS 


It  is  important  to  acknowledge  that  some  green  building  features  and  systems  can  result  in  added 
design  and  construction  costs.  Current  industry  estimates  range  from  0-2%  cost  increase  for  LEED 
Certified  buildings,  2-3%  for  LEED  Silver  buildings  and  3-5%  for  LEED  Gold  buildings. 

The  Task  Force  has  purposefully  not  addressed  life  cycle  costing.  Each  project  has  a unique  set  of 
factors  including  size,  location,  LEED  certification  level,  project  credits,  timing,  architecture  and  a 
host  of  other  items  that  will  determine  specific  project  cost. 

Trends  show  that  costs  for  green  buildings  are  decreasing  as  the  market  continues  to  grow  and 
mature.  As  an  industry,  we  are  encouraged  to  see  that  these  costs  decrease  as  designers, 
builders,  subcontractors  and  manufactures  gain  experience  in  an  expanding  market. 

It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  policies  embodied  in  these  recommendations  to  create  a hardship  for  the 
construction  industry.  Rather  than  seeing  green  building  features  as  an  added  cost  element,  it 
must  be  recognized  green  features  increase  the  building’s  value  for  owners  and  developers  by 
lowering  operating  costs  and  providing  a more  desirable  envi  ronment  for  occupants. 

The  City  must  invest  some  funding  for  staff  training,  with  some  additional  allocations  for  process 
change  (new  application  forms  etc).  Impacts  on  review  agency  staffing  are  expected  to  be 
moderate.  City  permitting  fees  could  be  raised  to  cover  both  these  additional  administrative  costs, 
and  possibly  to  provide  fee  rebates  to  those  project  sponsors  producing  green  projects  exceeding 
sustainability  requirements. 

TABLES  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Tables  A through  F contain  the  Task  Force’s  recommendations  for  buildings  of  various  uses 
(occupancies),  project  types  (new  construction  vs.  alteration),  and  for  various  sizes  (floor  area  and 
height).  Columns  for  each  year  (from  2008  through  2012)  list  the  recommended  incentives  and 
requirements  to  improve  the  quality  and  increase  the  quantity  of  green  buildings  in  San  Francisco. 
As  the  years  pass,  some  incentives  become  requirements,  and  requirements  become  more 
stringent. 

LEED:  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  is  a rating  system  established  by  the 
United  States  Green  Building  Council  (USGBC)  as  an  independent  means  to  verify  the  sustainable 
qualities  of  different  building  types. 

GPR:  GreenPoint  Rated  is  a residential  green  building  rating  system  administered  by  the  non-profit 
organization  Build  It  Green  (BIG). 

Whenever  LEED  or  GPR  are  used,  it  is  understood  that  an  “Equivalent”  body,  group  or  standard 
that  is  recognized  and  approved  by  the  City  meets  the  requirement.  LEED  and  GPR  are  not  the 
exclusive  means  for  buildings  to  meet  the  proposed  requirements.  The  satisfaction  of  their 
requirements  and  the  3rd  party  verification  and  documentation  of  completion  of  the  credits  or  points 
is  the  intent  of  the  policy  proposals. 

Please  note  that  the  recommendations  that  include  LEED  certification  refer  to  requirements  and 
standards  as  defined  in  the  relevant  LEED  rating  systems,  or  approved  equivalents.  The  rating 
system  in  effect  at  the  time  of  Building  Permit  Application  will  govern,  as  defined  in  Appendix  A: 
Glossary. 
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(e.g.  Office,  Hotel,  other  Commercial  Uses) 
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Recommendations  for  New  Large  (at  least  25,000  gsf)  Commercial  Interiors  and 
Major  Alterations  (renovations  including  removal  of  interior  finishes  & installation  of  upgraded  structural  and/or  MEP  systems) 


Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Buildings  PaSe  9 


Recommendations  for  New  Mid-size  Commercial  Bldgs  (at  least  5,000  & under  25,000  gsf  & under  75  ft  to  highest  occupied  floor) 
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Recommendations  for  New  Small  Residential  Buildings  (1  - 4 Dwelling  Units  and  under  75  ft  to  highest  occupied  floor) 


EDUCATION  & OUTREACH 


When  the  Task  Force  began  its  work,  there  was  unanimous  consensus  that  more  aggressive 
sustainability  measures  are  needed  to  improve  the  environmental,  economic,  and  social  qualities 
of  our  City.  The  Task  Force  recognized  that  there  are  many  opportunities  in  the  building  industry 
that  could  have  a significant  effect  in  reducing  environmental  impacts.  Education,  outreach  and 
training  are  key  tools  to  achieving  those  gains. 

One  focus  of  this  proposal  is  to  develop  and  implement  a comprehensive  informational  campaign 
supporting 


It  is  essential  that  clear,  concise  and  timely  information  be  available  to  all  stakeholders  early  in 
their  planning  process  to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  recommendations,  and  to  avoid  costly 
design  inefficiencies.  An  outreach  process  to  disseminate  information  about  the  new  green  building 
incentives  and  requirements  incentives  and  requirements  should  start  no  later  than  120  days 
before  their  implementation. 

We  suggest  that  effective  elements  of  this  campaign  include  a website  structured  to  focus  on  the 
end-user  (e.g.,  click  here  if  you  are  a homeowner,  click  here  if  you  are  opening  a retail  store, 
etc...).  The  ideal  website  will  allow  users ‘to  link  to  “how-to”  sites  for  finding  an  architect,  placing 
solar  panels  on  homes,  or  fast-tracking  commercial  permits  for  projects  with  high  levels  of 
sustainability  through  priority  permitting.  These  web  pages  should  be  readily  accessible,  multi- 
lingual, interactive,  and  rich  with  links  to  other  useful  green  building-related  sites  Perhaps  the  City 
could  seek  philanthropic  support  to  develop  this  website  by  September,  2007  to  be  operational  in 
time  for  Green  Building  Month  in  San  Francisco. 

The  public  outreach  campaign  should  promulgate  the  ideas  that  creating  a sustainable  built 
environment: 

• saves  resources 

• is  morally  responsible 

• will  be  in  demand  by  buyers  and  users  of  buildings 

• is  readily  achievable 

• does  not  add  significant  expense  if  incorporated  in  project  design  early  i n the  process. 

Further  outreach  in  mainstream  and  alternative  media  could  include  the:  San  Francisco  Chroriicfe, 
San  Francisco  Magazine,  the  Green  Channel  (to  be  launched  by  Sundance  Channel),  and  local 
radio,  television,  and  internet  facilities. 

The  City  may  also  consider: 

• having  an  “answer  person"  for  green  building  issues  in  the  City’s  new  3-1-1  answer  center 

• creating  green  building  educational  center  at  the  Perm  it  Center 

• training  employees  of  City  permitting  agencies  to  be  accredited  green  building  professionals 


Architects 

Engineers 

Contractors 


Building  owners  and  operators 

Consultants 

Tenants 

Industry  trade  groups 

City  staff  (Inspectors,  Planners, 

and  Program  Management) 


Suppliers  and  manufacturers 
Real-estate  brokers 
Financial 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CITY  AGENCIES 

The  Task  Force  recommends  that: 

1 . Planning  & DBI  should  have  staff  dedicated  to  green  building  prom  otion  and  application  review; 

2.  Other  City  agencies  should  follow  the  lead  of  the  MOH  and  the  SF  Redevelopment  Agency, 
which  require  very  high  levels  of  sustainability  in  the  residential  projects  they  review  and 
sponsor; 

3.  The  Assessor,  Planning  Department,  and  DBI  should  implement  computer  systems  with 
property  and  project  information  fields,  so  that  use,  occupancy,  and  green  building  features  are 
tracked  in  searchable  and  quantifiable  databases; 

4.  DBI  should  explore  raising  permit  application  fees  to  cover  both  the  additional  administrative 
costs  of  green  building  review,  and  to  provide  fee  rebates  to  those  project  sponsors  producing 
green  projects  exceeding  sustainability  requirem  ents; 

5.  SFE  and  DBI  to  amend  RECO  requirements  to  expand  energy-conservation  measures  for 
existing  homes. 

PROPOSED  TIMELINE  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 

March  April  May  June  July  August  Sept  Oct  Nov  Dec  Jan  Feb  March 

2007  2008 

l90^  I 

Task  Force  Recommendations 

1 100  days  | 

City  Review  and  Policy  Approval 


Legislation  and  Funding 

i : 

Education,  Outreach  and  Communication 

fjan-08thru  Dec-2012  ~ 

Green  Building  Program  Initiated 


Task  Force  Recommendations  are  completed  June  2007. 

City  Review  and  Policy  Approval:  The  Mayor’s  Office,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Planning  and 
Building  Inspection  Commissions,  and  other  agencies  should  proceed  to  review,  modify  and 
approve  the  Recommendations. 

Legislation  and  Funding  will  be  required  to  implement  certain  of  these  Recommendations.  The 
legislation  may  be  in  the  form  of  interim  and  permanent  controls.  Funding  may  be  required  for 
drafting  and  adoption  of  the  legislation  and  directives,  and  for  the  following: 

Education.  Outreach,  and  Communication  should  commence  during  Review  and  Approval,  to  train 
City  employees,  educate  the  public,  and  inform  design  professionals,  developers,  and  builders. 

Green  Buildings  Programs  Initiated  in  2008. 

Active  participation  by  key  City  departments  in  the  form  of  education,  staffing,  and  other  resources 
will  be  needed  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  Task  Force’s  recommendations.  Inter-departmental 
coordination  has  been  essential  to  the  success  of  the  current  Priority  Application  Processing 
program  for  LEED  Gold  projects,  and  is  a model  for  coordinating  implementation  of  the 
recommendations  among  those  agencies  involved  in  managing  the  city’s  built  environment. 


Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Buildings 


Page  14 


PART  5:  EXPECTED  RESULTS 


The  recommendations  propose  increasingly  higher  performance  building  standards,  beginning  in 
2008  for  commercial  uses  and  in  2009  for  residential.  In  2012,  new  large  commercial  buildings 
(>25,000  sf  and  over  75  feet  high)  will  be  required  to  achieve  a LEED  Gold  certification  (or 
equivalent)  and  new  resi  dential  buildings  will  be  required  to  achieve  the  equivalent  of  LEED  Silver. 

Assuming  construction  rates  based  on  recent  building  trends,  about  800  thousand  square  feet  of 
new  offices,  1 .2  million  square  feet  of  new  high-rise  residential  units,  and  about  1 million  square 
feet  of  new  non  high-rise  residential  could  be  built  annually  in  the  next  few  years  in  San  Francisco. 
Should  all  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Task  Force  be  implemented,  the  resulting  green 
buildings  will  translate  into  tremendous  environmental  benefits. 

Coupling  those  assumptions  with  an  information  summary  from  the  USGBC  on  110  west  coast 
LEED  projects,  the  following  benefits  could  accrue  cumulatively  over  the  five-year  span  of  the 
recommendations: 


Cumulative  Effect  Of  Proposed  Green  Building  Measures:  2008-2012 


Electrical  saving 
C02  reduction 
Drinking  Water  savings 
Waste/storm  Water  Reduction 
Construction  C&D  waste  reduction 
Recycled  Material  value 
Car  Trips  Avoided  (Alt.  transport) 
Green  Power  Generation 


220.000  megawatts  power 

60.000  tons  (120  million  lbs) 
100  million  gallons 

90  million  gallons 
700  million  lbs 
200  million  dollars 

540.000  auto  trips 

37  thousand  megawatt-hours 


Note  that  Mid-Size  (5,000-24,999  gross  square  feet)  New  Commercial,  Commercial  Interiors,  and 
Major  Alterations  are  not  included  in  the  benefits  values.  For  2008  ONLY  new  large  commercial 
and  high-rise  residential  (2  million  square  feet)  was  used.  Non-high-rise  residential  projects  (1 
million  square  feet  annually)  have  requirements  starting  in  2009.  The  Task  Force  attempted  to  use 
conservative  numbers  that  are  meant  to  state  (if  not  understate)  possible  benefits,  which  the 
following  charts  delineate  on  an  annual  basis. 
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220,000  Megawatt-hours  Power  Savings 


60,000  Tons  of  C02  Reduction 


100+  Million  Gals.  Potable  Water  Saved  Waste  Water  Reduced  by  90+  Million  Gals. 
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700+  Million  lbs  Waste  Reduction 


$200  Million  Recycled  Content  Utilized 
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PART  6:  FUTURE  OF  THE  TASK  FORCE 


It  is  recognized  that  other  building  types  (municipal,  schools,  medical,  condominium  conversions, 
churches,  institutional,  etc)  also  play  a significant  role  in  the  San  Francisco  built  environment.  The 
Task  Force  determined  that  these  building  types  were  beyond  the  scope  of  our  work  or  the 
particular  expertise  of  our  members.  It  is  recommended  that  these  uses  be  addressed  by  a future 
advisory  group  more  familiar  with  specific  building  characteristics.  While  the  City  has  an  ordinance 
requiring  that  municipal  structures  certify  as  LEED  Silver,  we  are  confident  that  the  City  will  meet, 
in  its  own  projects,  the  guidelines  recommended  for  commercial  projects. 

Possible  issues  for  future  consideration  include: 

■ Churches 

■ Schools  (public  and  private) 

■ Hospitals  (medical  care) 

■ Other  non-municipal  institutional  uses 

■ Special  needs  of  low-income  housing  projects 

■ Condominium  conversion  (post-lottery) 

■ Industrial 

■ Work  in  the  public  realm 

■ Transportation 

■ Renovation  and  retrofit,  time  phased  standards,  some  of  which  are  mandatory  and  som  e 
elective  now  triggered  by  RECO,  in  future  triggered  by  renovation 

As  part  of  its  recommendations,  the  Task  Force  suggests  a transition  from  The  Mayor’s  Task  Force 
on  Green  Building  to  “The  San  Francisco  Green  Building  Advisory  Committee.”  In  its  new  form  the 
group  would  collaborate  with  the  Mayor’s  Office  and  the  many  City  Departments,  private 
organizations,  and  stakeholder  groups  that  will  be  required  to  transform  these  recommendations 
into  the  codes  and  directives  that  w ill  deliver  the  desired  environmental  results. 

As  implementation  of  the  recommendation  proceeds,  drafters  of  the  ordinances  and  policies  should 
recognize  that  some  projects,  due  to  special  circumstances,  (e.g.,  buildings  that  are  historic 
resources,  or  projects  where  there  is  demonstrable  hardship  or  infeasibility  imposed  by  new  green 
building  requirements)  that  should  be  allowed  appropriate  exemptions. 

As  these  recommendations  are  presented  to  the  City’s  policy  makers,  it  is  clear  that  much  work 
remains  to  be  done  before  our  citizens  and  our  environment  can  reap  the  benefits  of  expanded 
sustainability  requirements  promoted  herein. 
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APPENDICES  A through  H 


Mayor’s  Task  Force  on  Green  Buildings 


Appendices 


A:  GLOSSARY 


Organizations 

AIA  American  Institute  of  Architects 

BIG  Build  It  Green 

DBI  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (San  Francis  co) 

SFE  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

SFPUC  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

USGBC  United  States  Green  Building  Council 
Rating  Systems  and  Standards 

GreenPoint  Rated  (GPR)  - GPR  v2007  (March  2007) 

Administered  by  Build  It  Green  (www.builditgreen.org),  a professional  non-profit  membership 
organization  promoting  healthy,  energy-and  resource-efficient  buildings  in  California, 
GreenPoint  Rated  assesses  how  environmentally  friendly  or  "green"  a home  is.  GreenPoint 
Rated  assigns  point  values  to  recommended  practices  based  on  their  benefits  to  the 
homeowner  and  the  environment.  The  following  guidelines  provide  the  framework  for  the 
system: 

• New  Home  Construction  Green  Building  Guidelines 

• Home  Remodeling  Green  Building  Guidelines 

• Multifamily  Green  Building  Guidelines 

If  the  home  meets  minimum  point  requirements  in  each  category  and  scores  more  than  50  total 
points,  it  earns  the  right  to  bear  the  GreenPoint  Rated  label.  Because  GPR  homes  are 
evaluated  by  independent,  certified  raters,  building  professionals  and  homeowners  can  feel 
confident  that  the  rating  has  integrity  and  value.  Green  Points  has  been  formally  adopted  by 
multiple  Bay  Area  local  governments  as  the  basis  for  their  residential  green  building  programs. 
GPR  is  compatible  with  other  statewide  and  national  green  building  and  energy  efficiency 
programs,  including:  Title  24  Energy  Code,  LEED-Homes,  ENERGYSTAR,  and  EPA  Indoor  Air 
Package.  The  standard  will  be  continually  improved,  timed  to  match  the  State  energy  code 
revision  cycle. 

LEED®  (Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design) 

The  LEED  Green  Building  Rating  System  is  the  nationally  accepted  benchmark  for  the  design, 
construction,  and  operation  of  high  performance  green  buildings.  LEED  provides  a complete 
framework  for  assessing  building  performance  and  meeting  sustainability  goals.  LEED 
promotes  a whole-building  approach  to  sustainability  by  recognizing  performance  in  five  key 
areas  of  human  and  environmental  health:  sustainable  site  development,  water  savings,  energy 
efficiency,  materials  selection,  and  indoor  environmental  quality.  LEED  provides  a roadmap  for 
measuring  and  documenting  success  for  every  building  type  and  phase  of  a building  lifecycle. 
The  following  LEED  standards  are  used  as  the  basis  for  all  of  the  proposed  report 
recommendations. 

• LEED  AP  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  Accredited 

Professional,  a building  industry  professional  who  has  successfully 
passed  the  LEED  Accreditation  exam  demonstrating  knowledge  of 
green  building  and  the  LEE  D certification  process. 

• LEED-CI  v2.0  LEED  for  Commercial  Interiors  (June  2005)  - addresses  commercial 

tenant  improvement  projects 
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• LEED-CS  v2.0 

. LEED-EB  v2.0 
. LEED-H  Pilot 
. LEED-NC  v2.2 

. LEED-R  vl.O 

Units  of  Measure 


LEED  for  Core  and  Shell  (July  2006)  - designed  for  use  on 
speculative  commercial  developments  where  tenant  Improvements 
follow  the  shell  construction  under  separate  permits 

LEED  for  Existing  Building  (January  2006)  - addresses  building 
upgrades,  and  the  ongoing  operations  and  m aintenance  of  buildings 

LEED  for  homes  (February  2007)  - applies  to  single-family  and  small 
multifamily  housing  projects 

LEED  for  New  Construction  (January  2006)  - addresses  new 
construction  projects  and  major  renovations,  as  well  as  K-12  schools, 
multi-unit  residential  buildings,  manufacturing  plants,  laboratories, 
and  other  building  types  over  forty  feet  in  height 

LEED  for  Retail  (April  2007) 


C02 

carbon  dioxide 

GALS 

gallons 

GPM 

gallons  per  minute 

gsf 

gross  square  feet 

ft 

foot  or  feet 

kW 

kilowatt 

kWH 

kilowatt  hours 

lbs 

pounds 

sf 

square  feet 

SRI 

solar  reflectance  index 

Other  Terminology 

Assessment  Equalization  - refers  to  the  concept  that  capitalized  costs  to  achieve  high- 
performance  green  buildi  ngs  are  not  viewed  as  an  increase  in  assessable  value  of  the  building. 

CTI  - Commercial  Tenant  Improvements  - interior  build-out  or  remodeling  of  commercial  lease 
space. 

F.A.R.  - Floor  Area  Ratio,  the  amount  of  developable  area  permitted  on  a lot. 

Major  Alterations  - renovations  at  least  25,000  square  feet  in  gross  area,  comprising  removal 
of  interior  finishes  to  the  structure,  and  the  installation  of  upgraded  structural  and/or  MEP 
systems. 

MEP-  Mechanical,  Electrical,  and  Plumbing  design  consulting  services  and  construction  that 
are  often  performed  by  a single  firm. 

New  Building  - A new,  stand-alone  building  or  a new  addition  to  a building  that  is  over  the 
specified  size  thresholds. 
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B:  LEED  NC  CHECKLIST 


LEED  for  New  Construction  v2.2 
Registered  Project  Checklist 


Crecft  4.4 
Crecft  5.1 
Crecft  5.2 
Credit  6.1 
Crecft  6.2 
recft  7.1 
recft  7.2 


Construction  Activity  Pollution  Prevention 
Site  Selection 

Development  Density  & Community  Connectivity 
Brownfield  Redevelopment 

Alternative  Transportation,  Public  Transportation  Access 

Alternative  Transportation,  Bicycle  Storage  & Changing  Rooms 

Alternative  Transportation,  Low-Emitting  & Fuel-Efficient  Vehicles 

Alternative  Transportation,  Parking  Capacity 

Site  Development,  Protect  of  Restore  Habitat 

Site  Development,  Maximize  Open  Space 

Stormwater  Design,  Quantity  Control 

Stormwater  Design,  Quality  Control 

Heat  Island  Effect,  Non-Roof 

Heat  Island  Effect  Roof 

Light  Pollution  Reduction 


j^asaaBM 


Water  Efficient  Landscaping,  Reduce  by  50% 

Water  Efficient  Landscaping,  No  Potable  Use  or  No  Irrigation 
Innovative  Wastewater  Technologies 
Water  Use  Reduction,  20%  Reduction 
Water  Use  Reduction,  30%  Reduction 


Prereq  i Fundamental  Commissioning  of  the  Building  Energy  Systems 

Prereq  2 Minimum  Energy  Performance 

Prereq  3 Fundamental  Refrigerant  Management 

n~  | Great  i Optimize  Energy  Performance 

_ 10.5%  New  Buildings  or  3.5%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 14%  New  Buildings  or  7%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 17.5%  New  Buildings  or  10.5%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 21%  New  Buildings  or  14%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 24.5%  New  Buildings  or  17.5%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 28%  New  Buildings  or  21%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 31 .5%  New  Buildings  or  24  5%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 35%  New  Buildings  or  28%  Existing  Building  Renovations 
_ 38.5%  New  Buildings  or  31.5%  Existing  Building  Renovations 

!_ 42%  New  Buildings  or  35%  Existing  Building  Renovations 

|cre<ft 2 On-Site  Renewable  Energy 

§2.5%  Renewable  Energy 
7.5%  Renewable  Energy 
12.5%  Renewable  Energy 
I Crectt 3 Enhanced  Commissioning 

Crecft 4 Enhanced  Refrigerant  Management 

Crecft  5 Measurement  & Verification 

Crecft  6 Green  Power 
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Prereq  1 

Storage  & Collection  of  Recyclables 

Required 

Credit  1.1 

Building  Reuse,  Maintain  75%  of  Existing  Walls,  Floors  & Roof 

1 

Credit  1.2 

Building  Reuse,  Maintain  100%  of  Existing  Walls,  Floors  & Roof 

1 

Credit  1.3 

Building  Reuse,  Maintain  50%  of  Interior  Non-Structural  Elements 

1 

Credit  2.1 

Construction  Waste  Management,  Divert  50%  from  Disposal 

1 

Credit  2.2 

Construction  Waste  Management,  Divert  75%  from  Disposal 

1 

Credit  3.1 

Materials  Reuse,  5% 

Credit  3.2 

Materials  Reuse,  10% 

1 

Credit  4.1 

Recycled  Content,  10%  (post-consumer  + 'A  pre-consumer) 

1 

Credit  4.2 

Recycled  Content,  20%  (post-consumer  + 'A  pre-consumer) 

1 

Credit  5.1 

Regional  Materials,  10%  Extracted,  Processed  & Manufactured  Regional 

1 

Credit  5.2 

Regional  Materials,  20%  Extracted,  Processed  & Manufactured  Regional 

1 

Credit  6 

Rapidly  Renewable  Materials 

1 

Credit  7 

Certified  Wood 

1 

Yes  ? No 

■H 

m 

Indoor  Environmental  Quality 

15  Points  1 

1 

Prereq  1 
Prereq  2 

Minimum  IAQ  Performance 
Environmental  Tobacco  Smoke  (ETS)  Control 

Required 

Required 

Credit  1 

Outdoor  Air  Delivery  Monitoring 

1 

Credit  2 

Increased  Ventilation 

1 

Credit  3.1 

Construction  IAQ  Management  Plan,  During  Construction 

1 

Credit  3.2 

Construction  IAQ  Management  Plan,  Before  Occupancy 

1 

Credit  4.1 

Low-Emitting  Materials,  Adhesives  & Sealants 

1 

Credit  4.2 

Low-Emitting  Materials,  Paints  & Coatings 

1 

Credit  4.3 

Low-Emitting  Materials,  Carpet  Systems 

1 

Credit  4.4 

Low-Emitting  Materials,  Composite  Wood  & Agrifiber  Products 

1 

CrecSt  5 

Indoor  Chemical  & Pollutant  Source  Control 

1 

Credit  6.1 

Controllability  of  Systems,  Lighting 

1 

Credit  6.2 

Controllability  of  Systems,  Thermal  Comfort 

1 

Credit  7.1 

Thermal  Comfort,  Design 

1 

Credit  7.2 

Thermal  Comfort,  Verification 

1 

Credit  8.1 

Daylight  & Views,  Daylight  75%  of  Spaces 

1 

Credit  8.2 

Daylight  & Views,  Views  for  90%  of  Spaces 

1 

ves 

7 No 

■ 

m 

innovation  & Design  Process 

5 Poirrts  | 

Innovation  in  Design  Provide  Specific  Title 
Innovation  in  Design:  Provide  Specific  Title 
Innovation  in  Design:  Provide  Specific  Title 
Innovation  In  Design:  Provide  Specific  Title 
LEED®  Accredited  Professional 


Project  Totals  (pre-certification  estimates) 


Certified: 


3-32  points,  Silver: 


1 poir 


C:  GREEN  POINTS  NEW  HOME  CHECKLIST 


Now  Home  Green  Points  Checklist  /\  Build  It  Green 

Tha&^i  PoKtscft8aa^lra«te;gfssn  features  msaporated  into  thgtume  Tfie  recommended  mini-  ’ 

mum  recrement*  for  a green  home  are  Earn  a total  of  50  points  or  more;  oof#-*  she  fefcowng  mWmwn 
points  p&  category.  Energy  (1 1 ).  Indoor  As  QettyMaal*  (5)  Resources  t'Si.  and  VVate  |3>  and  meet 
the  pfosoqyistes  a 3 a (50%  construction  waste  diversion)  and  H i ttecorporste  Green  Posits  chccMst 
in  Siiigpnnts) 


ENTER  PROJECT  NAME 

Community 

lAQIHealth 

Resources 

Water 

V.  SITE 

Po ssfte  Pints 

1.  Protect  Native  Soil  and  Minwniio  Disruption  of  Existing  Plants  Stress 

□ s Protect  Hat-ve  Ispsoi!  from  Erosion  and  Reuse  after  CensifacSan 

n 

[_J  2.  Deconstruct  Instead  of  Demolishing  Existing  Buildings  On  Site 

3 RecjCi  Jo.  . ; s . t . : j3 

P S«|Wwd 

P b Minimum  S5»  Diversion  by  Waghi  {Recycling  « Reuse! 

P s MitBinan  80%  Durerenn  by  VVagh!  (Secydmg  or  ficuss] 

r- r 

4,  Use  Recycled  Content  Aggregate  (Minimum  25%) 

P a . Wetkvnay  end  Driveway 

i P t!  R«W*S>y  Base 

».  STRUCTUELVl,  FRAME  & BE ILlHNt:  EN\  ELOPE  POsst*  Su-nts 

1 Apply  Optra  4 V Cue  Engineering 

P a 2x4  Ssuds  at  244i5«h  Os  center  Frsmng 

P 0 Dow  andVVistfcs  Headers  Seed  fcr  load 

P c Use  Ctfy  Jacfc  sad  Crape  Studs  Required  lor  toad 

New  Home  Green  Points 
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ENTER  PROJECT  NAME 

1 : ; 

1 1 1 1 : 1 i 

i 3 i <S  S is  3 

2 Use  Engineered  lumbei 

□ a 6eana  and  Headers 

□ b.  insulated  Engineered  Headers 

tD  f.  Wood  l- costs  h Web  misses  for  Fleets 

□ ti  Woedi-Jotsts  or  Ratters 

□ *.  Engineered  «c  Finger-  darned  Studs  far  Vertical  Applications 

..._ ^ 

. i 

a ik.aFSt-CcrtiS^IWiwr 
n a DartensioraS  Studs:  Minimum  40% 

□ b.  Dimensional  Studs-  Minrmusn  70% 

Q t.  Panel  Products.  Minimum  40% 

□ ti  Panel  Products:  Mmmum  70% 

Cl  4.  Design  Energy  Heels  on  Trusses  (75*/.  of  Attic  Insulation  Height  at  Outside  Edge  ol  Exterior  Wall) 

L]  5.  Design  Trusses  to  Accommodate  Ductoork 

6.  Use  Oriented  Strand  Boaid  (0SB) 
□ a Subfioor 

. □ b.  Sheathing  ' 

; i 

□ 7 Use  Recycled- Content  Steel  Studs  for  98%  of  Interior  Wall  Framing 

S i - 

8.  Use  Solid  Wall  Systems  (includes  SIPs.  ICFs,  & Any  lion  Stick  Frame  Assembly) 

□ 3.  Roors 

□ b Walls 

□ c.  Roofs 

, J 2 j _ } 

2 T 2 

l~i  9.  Thermal  Mass  Walls : 5/8-lneh  Orywalf  on  All  Inferior  Walls  or  Walls  Weigh  more  than  40  lblcu.fl 

i ; 

10  Design  and  Build  Structural  Pest  Controls 

□ a.  InstalSTemute  SSueltfs « Separate  All  Exterior  Woodto-Corwrete  Connections 

by  Metal  or  Plastic  f 35ieners/Divtders 

□ b ABNewPteritsHaveTrunk,Base.orStemlocatedAtteast36lnchestromFoumfation 

It.  Reduce  Pollution  Entering  the  Home  from  the  Garage 

Q a.  TightTy  SeaJ  the  Air  Bnmer  between  Garage  and  Living  Area 

f~l  b.  Enstalt  Separate  Garage  Exhaust  Fan 

12  Install  Overhangs  and  Gutters 
□ a.  Minimum  18-Inch  Overhangs  and  G utters 

O b Minimum  24-Inch  Overhangs  and  Gutters 

T.  FVI  I'.KIOI?  FINISH 

Possible  Pants  [ 

| □ 1.  Use  Recycled  Content  (No  Virgin  Plastic)  or  FSC  Certified  Wood  Decking 

' *•  j 2 I 

| □ 2.  Install  a Oralnage  Plane  (Rain  Screen  Wall  System) 

! □ 2 Use  Durable  and  Non  Combustible  SlcSng  Materials 

f rj 

PI  4 Select  Durable  and  Non  Combustible  Roofing  Materials 

1 : 1 

I . I’Ll MBl.NG 

1 

Possible  Pants 

1.  Distribute  Domestic  Hot  Water  Efficiently 

□ a.  Insulate  Hot  Water  Pipes  from  Water  Heater  to  Kitchen 

□ b.  Irculate  AH  HotWater  Pipes  OR  InstaB  On-Demand  Hot  Water  Circulation  System 

in  conjunction  wrth  F 1 a Insulate  Hot  Water  Pipes  from  Water  Heater  to  Klchen 

□ c.  Locate  the  Water  Heater  within  25  feet  of  Ail  Hot  Water  Fixtures  and  Appliances 

□ d Use  Engineered  Parallel  Piping 

□ 2.  Install  Only  High  Efficiency  Toilets  (Dual  Flush  or  «1 .3  gpl) 

G.  APPLIANCES  Possible  Pants 

1 Install  ENERGY  STAR  Dishwasher 

□ a ENERGY  STAR 

□ b Dishwasher  Uses  No  More  than  6 5 Gallons/Cycle 

□ 2.  Install  ENERGY  STAR  Clothes  Washing  Machine  otth  Water  Factor  of  S or  Loss 

3.  Install  ENERGY  STAR  Refrigerator 
□ a.  ENERGY  STAR  15%above  Federal  Minimum 

Q b.  Super-Efficient  Home  Appliance  Tier  2 2 5% above  Federal  Minimum 

Q 4 Install  Built  In  Recycling  Center 

New  Home  Green  Points 
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ENTER  PROJECT  NAME 

1 « 

1 | 

n 

i 

1 i 

s 

5 

H INS!  I,  \ f ION 

I Possible  Points 

1 Install  Insulation  with  75%  Recycled  Content 

| □ a.  Walls  anCfcr  Floors 

1 □ b.  Ceilings 

L_Z 

— 

n~ 

: 

2 Install  Insulation  that  Is  Low  Emitting  (Certified  Section  81350) 


□ a Walls  anchor  Floors 

□ b Ceilings 

0 3.  Pre-Orywatt  Inspection  Shows  Quality  Installation  of  Insulation 

r—i— — - 

1.  HEWING.  VFNrif  UlOS-St  UR  CONDITIONING 
0 1 . Design  and  Install  HVAC  System  to  ftCCfl  Manual  J.  0.  and S Recommendations 

2 Install  Seated  ComlnistiMi  Units 

□ a Furnaces 

□ b Water  Hesters 

□ 3.  Mo  Fireplace  or  Seated  Gas  Fireplace  with  Efficiency  Rating  Not  Less  Than  60% 

Possible  Pants  i 

□ 4 Install  ENERGY  STAR  Celling  Fans  with  CFLs  In  Living  Areas  mid  Bedrooms 

5 Install  Mechanical  Ventilation  System  for  Nighttime  Cooling  (Points  are  Cumulate  up  to  3) 
□ a Whole  House  Fan 

0 b Automatically  Corstroiled  integrated  System 

0 t Integrated  System  wah  Variable  Speed  Control 

□ 6 Install  Air  Conditioning  with  Hon-HCFC  Refrigerants 

T.  Design  and  Install  Effective  Ductwork 
0 a.  install  HVAC  Unit  aid  Ductwork  within  Conditioned  Space 

0 h Use  Duct  MasSc  on  Ali  Duct  Joints  and  Seams 

0 c.  Install  Ductwork  under  Attic  Insulation  (Buried  Ducts) 

n d.  Pressure  Balance  the  Ductwork  System  for  Master  Bedroom 

0 e.  Protect  Duds  duing  Construction  and  Clean  All  Ducts  before  Occupancy 

0 8.  Install  High  Efficiency  HVAC  Filter  (MERV  6*) 

0 9.  Install  Zoned,  Hydronic  Radiant  Heating  with  Slab  Edge  insulation 

10.  Install  Mechanical  Ventilation  System 

0 a Any  Whole  House  VenBahon  System  That  Meets  ASHRAE  52.2 

0 b.  install  ENERGY  STAR  Bathroom  Fan 

0 c.  Alt  Bathroom  Fans  Are  on  Timer  or  Humidstat 

PI  11  Use  Low-Sorte  Range  Hood  Vented  to  the  Outside 

0 12.  Install  Carbon  Monoxide  Alarm(s) 

J.  IH  H.DiNG  PERFORM  VM  K 

Possible  Paints 

0%  1 1 Oesign  and  Build  High  Performance  Homes  (2  points  for  each  t%  abotre  T 24.  up  to  30  (As) 

| Enter  the  percent  above  Title  24  in  Die  celt  at  left  Any  value  over  IS%iMDautomaticatyean>  30  points 

0 2.  House  Obtains  ENERGY  STAR  with  Indoor  Ah  Package  Certification 

3.  Inspection  aid  Diagnostic  Equations 
0 a Third  Party  Energy  and  Green  Bunding  Review  of  Home  Plans 

0 b Blower  Door  Test  Performed 

0 c.  House  Passes  Combustion  Safety  Backdnrt  T est 

i i : i i ; 

: 1 iii : 

K.  RENEWABLE  ENERGY 

Possible  Points 

0 1 Pre  Plumb  for  Solar  Hot  Water  Heating 

0 2 Install  Solar  Water  Heating  System 

0 3.  Install  Wiring  Conduit  for  F uture  Photovoltaic  Installation  8 Provide  200  ft'  of  South  Facing  Roof 

4 Install  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Panels 
0 a.  t.2  kW  System 

0 b 2.4  kW  System 

0 c.  3.6  kW  or  more 

Ktr ^ 

New  Home  Green  Points 
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ENTER  PROJECT  NAME 


LI  1 . Provide  Permanent  Walk-Off  Mats  and  Shoe  Storage  at  Home  Entrances 
2 Use  LowtNo-VOC  Paint 

□ a Low-VOC  Interior  Wall/Ceiling  Paints  (<50  gpl  VOCs  (Flat)  and  <150  &>l  VOCs  (Non-Flat)) 

□ b.  Zero-VOC-  Interior  WaBCeSing  Paints  (<5  gpi  VOCs  plat)) 

□ 3 Use  Low  VOC.  Water  Based  Wood  Finishes  (=150  gpt  VOCs) 


6.  Use  Environmentally  Preferable  Materials  for  Interior  Finish:  A)  FSC-Certified  Wood,  B)  Reclaimed  Limber, 
C)  Rapidly  Renewable  0)  Recycled  Content  or  E|  Finger-Jointed 
At  Least  50%of  Each  Matenal  (I  pt  each): 
a.  Cabmeb 
b Interior  Trim 
c.  Shelving 

e Countertops 


7.  Reduce  Formaldehyde  In  Interior  Finish  (Section  01350)  for  At  Least  50%  of  Each  Material  Below 
s.  Cabinets 
b.  Interior  Trim 
c Shelving 
i SubSoor 

iii  i i , 


M.  FL.CXTRIN'G 

I Use  Eiwironmentalty  Preferable  Hooting:  A)  FSC-Certffled  or  Reclaimed  Wood,  B)  Rapidly  Renewable 
Flooring  Materials,  C)  Recycled-Content  Ceramic  Tiles,  D)  Exposed  Concrete  as  Finished  Floor  or  E)  Recycled 
Content  Carpet  Mote:  Flowing  Adhesives  Must  Have  =50  gpl  VOCs. 

□ a Minimum  1S%of  Floor  Area 

□ b.  Minimum  30%of  Floor  Area 

□ c,  Minimum  50%of  Floor  Area 

□ d.  Minimum  75%of  Floor  Area 
O 2.  Thermal  Mass  Floors:  Floor  Coveting  Other 


□ 3.  Flooring  Meets  Section 


orCHIGi 


in  Carpet  on  50%  or  More  of  Concrete  floors 

if  i a i 


chuck 

O 1.  Incorporate  Green  Points  Checklist  in  Btuspiints  Hegufr! 

i □ 2.  Develop  Homeowner  Manual  of  Green  Features®  enefife 

3.  Community  Oeslgn  Measures  * Local  Priorities:  See  the  Community  Planning  & Design  section  In  Chapter  4 of  the  New  Home  Gudelnes  for  measu 
Maximum  of  20  points  for  suggested  measures.  Local  requirements  may  also  be  listed  here 

E«er  deienption  here 
Enter  description  here 

Erter  description  here 

Enter  description  here 

4.  Innovation:  List  innovative  measures  that  meet  the  green  building  objectives  of  the  Guidelines.  Enter  up  to  a maximum  combined  tola!  of  20  pts  See  In 
Checklist  for  suggested  measures 

Innovation  n Community  Enter  description  here 
Innovation  in  Energy:  Enter  description  here 
Innovation  in  lAQJHealth  Enter  description  here 
Innovation  in  Resources.  Enter  description  here 

Innovation  si  Water:  Enter  description  here  . • u:.s 


Prejeet  has  not  yet  mot  the  recommended  minimum  requirements 

- Total  Project  Score  of  At  l eas!  50  Points 

■■  Minimum  points  in  specific  categories:  Energy  ill),  IAQ/Health  (5),  Resources  (6).  tiVoti 
Required  measures  A.  3.  a and  fa;  N.l ; 

New  Home  Green  Points  2005  Edition 
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D:  INCENTIVES  & MANDATES  IN  OTHER  JURISDICTIONS 


Summary  of  Government  LEED  Incentives 

Prepared  by  U.S.  Green  Building  Council  February  2007 

TAX  INCENTIVES 

Baltimore  County,  MD 

On  June  5,  2006,  the  County  Council  passed  bill  # 85-06  that  gives  a county  property  tax  credit  to 
any  commercial  building  that  achieves  LEED-NC  Silver  certification.  The  duration  of  the  tax  credit 
is  for  ten  consecutive  years. 
http://www.baltimorecountvcouncil.org/b08506.pdf 

Chatham  County,  GA 

May,  2006:  The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Chatham  County  passed  an  ordinance  that  gives  full 
property  state  and  county  tax  abatement  for  any  building  achieving  LEED  Gold  certification  for  the 
first  five  years,  then  tapering  off  by  20%  each  y ear  until  the  tenth  year. 
http://www.chathamcountv.orq/Chatham/uploads/Aan2006//m2006  05  12.PDF 
(page  79-85) 

Cincinnati,  OH 

On  September  20,  2006,  the  City  of  Cincinnati  passed  an  amendment  to  Ordinance  #342-2002 
that  gives  an  automatic  tax  exemption  and  100%  exemption  of  the  assessed  property  value  for 
construction  of  new,  private  commercial  buildings  and  residential  units  that  achieve  LEED 
certification.  Residential  units  include  new  or  rehabilitated  apartment  structures  with  four  or  more 
units  but  do  not  include  detached  residential  structures.  The  ordinance  also  sets  aside  funds  from 
the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  to  provide  financial  assistance  for  builders  of  new 
residential  or  rehabilitated  low-  income  or  mixed-income  structures  and  homes  that  meet  LEED 
standards.  Funds  would  be  used  to  offset  any  increased  costs  from  building  to  LEED  standards. 
Also  on  September  20,  2006,  the  City  of  Cincinnati  passed  an  ordinance  requiring  new  municipal 
buildings  to  be  LEED  certified.  Renovated  municipal  buildings  should  incorporate  LEED  elements 
during  construction. 

Maryland 

October  2001:  Maryland’s  governor  issued  an  Executive  Order  calling  for  all  capital  projects 
greater  than  5,000  gsf  to  earn  LEE  D certification. 

April  2005:  The  House  and  Senate  passed  legislation  in  requiring  a green  building  standard,  such 
as  LEED  (Silver),  be  used  for  state  capital  projects.  The  state  also  approved  a green  building  tax 
credit  for  commercial  developers. 

http://business.marvlandtaxes.com/taxinfo/taxcredit/qreenbldq/default.asp 
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Nevada 

June  17,  2005:  Governor  Guinn  signed  AB3  requiring  all  state  funded  buildings  be  LEED  Certified 
or  higher  in  accordance  with  LEED  or  an  equivalent  standard.  During  each  biennium,  at  least  two 
occupied  public  buildings  whose  construction  will  be  sponsored  or  financed  by  the  State  of  Nevada 
must  be  designated  as  a demonstration  project  and  be  equivalent  to  a LEED  Silver  or  higher 
certification,  or  an  equivalent  standard.  The  bill  also  provides  tax  abatements  for  property  which 
has  an  eligible  LEED  Silver  building  and  tax  exemptions  for  products  or  materials  used  in  the 
construction  of  a LEED  Silver  building. 

www.lea.state.nv.us/22ndS  pecial/Reoorts/historv  ,cfm?ID=2546 

New  York 

June  2001 : New  York  Governor  Pataki  issued  Executive  Order  #1 1 1 encouraging  but  not  requiring 
state  projects  to  seek  LEED  Certification.  New  York  State  Energy  Research  and  Development 
Authority  will  be  offering  an  incentive  for  design  teams  of  any  New  York  State  building  that 
achieves  a LEED  rating.  NYSERDA’s  New  Construction  Program  offers  a 10%  increase  on 
incentives  for  energy  efficiency  measures  that  reduce  the  use  of  electricity.  NYSERDA  provides 
low  interest  loans  (4%  below  market  rate)  for  energy  efficiency  measures  and  building  materials 
that  meet  LEED  or  other  generally  accepted  green  building  standards.  The  New  York  State  Green 
Building  Tax  Credit  Program  provides  a tax  incentive  to  commercial  developments  incorporating 
specific  green  strategies  informed  by  LEED. 
http://www.dec.state.nv.us/website/ppu/arnblda/index.html 


Oregon 

Oregon's  35%  Business  Energy  Tax  Credit  for  sustainable  buildings  is  tied  to  the  LEED 
certification  level  achieved.  A LEED  Silver  rating  is  the  minimum  standard  to  obtain  the  tax  credit 
for  sustainable  buildi  ngs  and  applies  to  LE  ED  NC,  Cl,  and  CS  certified  buildings. 

Examples: 

100,000  sf.  LEED-NC  Silver  bldg,  eligible  for  $140,000  tax  credit 
100,000  sf.  LEED-NC  Gold  bldg,  eligible  for  $177,485  tax  credit 
http://oreaon.gov/ENERGY/CONS/BUS/tax/sustain.shtml 

Pasadena,  CA 

December  19,  2005:  The  City  Council  passed  an  ordinance  requiring  all  new  commercial  and 
residential  construction  to  achieve  the  LEED  Certified  level  at  a minimum.  This  includes 
commercial  construction  of  25,000  square  feet  or  more,  residential  buildings  at  least  four  stories 
high,  and  city  buildings  of  5,000  square  feet  or  more.  Developers  who  exceed  the  minimum 
certification  will  qualify  for  a rebate  from  Pasadena  Water  and  Power.  Additionally,  developers  who 
include  affordable  housing  will  earn  a construction  tax  rebate  of  $1000  per  unit.  The  ordinance  is 
effective  beginning  in  April  2006. 

http://www.citvofpasadena.net/councilaaendas/2005%20agendas/Dec  19  05Z5A1.pdf 


DENSITY  BONUS 


Acton,  MA 

April  5,  2004:  A new  zoning  by-law  (section  5.5B.2.2.d)  unanimously  adopted  at  the  Annual  Town 
Meeting  gives  a density  bonus  for  buildings  achieving  LEED  certification. 
http://doc.acton-ma.gov/dsweb/Get/Document- 
8253/EAVPC+Articles+Presented+at+Town+Meetinq+-+April+2004.pdf 


Arlington,  VA 

Arlington  County  allows  commercial  projects  and  private  developments  earning  LEED  Silver 
certification  to  develop  sites  at  a higher  density  than  conventional  projects. 
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All  site  plan  applications  for  commercial  projects  are  required  to  include  a LEED  Scorecard  and 
have  a LEED  Accredited  Professional  on  the  project  team  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  project 
intends  to  seek  LEED  certification.  All  projects  must  contribute  to  a green  building  fund  for  county- 
wide education  and  outreach  activities.  The  contribution  is  refunded  if  projects  earn  LEED 
certification. 

Arlington  sponsors  a voluntary  green  home  program  that  encourages  builders  of  new  single-family 
homes  to  incorporate  energy  efficient  and  other  green  building  components  in  their  projects.  The 
County  offers  "front-of-the-line"  plan  review,  site  signs,  and  publicity  to  program  participants  who 
achieve  a given  number  of  points  as  outlined  by  Arlington's  Green  Home  Choice  program. 

EXPEDITED  PERMIT  REVIEW 

Gainesville,  FL 

2002:  The  City  of  Gainesville  passed  Ordinance  # 1835  requiring  all  government  county  buildings 
be  LEED  certified.  Additionally,  the  county  is  providing  a fast-track  building  permit  incentive  and  a 
50%  reduction  in  the  cost  of  building  permit  fees  for  private  contractors  who  use  LEED. 

Issaquah,  WA 

Developers  intending  to  use  LEED  may  receive  free  professional  consultation  and  projects 
achieving  LEED  certification  are  placed  at  the  head  of  the  building  perm  it  review  line. 
http://www.ci.issaauah.wa.us/Paae.asp?NavlD=326 

San  Francisco,  CA 

On  September  28,  2006,  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  announced  that  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  (DBI),  working  with  the  Department  of  Environment  (DOE)  and  the  Department  of 
Planning,  will  finalize  a policy  that  gives  priority  permit  review  to  all  new  and  renovated  buildings 
that  achieve  LEED  Gold  certification. 

Press  release:  http://sfqov.org/site/mavor  paqe.asp?id=  46866 

Santa  Monica,  CA 

2000:  The  City  Council  adopted  an  ordinance  requiring  all  new  city  projects  to  achieve  LEED  Silver 
certification. 

April  2004:  The  city  launched  a grant  program  that  provides  a financial  incentive  for  private 
developers  who  achieve  LEED  certification. 

http://qreenbuildinqs.santa-monica.org/mainpaqes/Details%20-%20LEED%20Grants.pdf 
August  2005:  The  city  passed  an  ordinance  allowing  LEED  registered  projects  to  receive  expedited 
permitting.  This  includes  all  LEED  for  New  Construction,  Homes,  Core  and  Shell. 
http://www.smqreen.org/mainpaoes/whatsnew.htm 

Sarasota  County,  FL 

March  18,  2005:  The  county  passed  a resolution  mandating  that  all  government  county  buildings 
be  LEED  certified.  Additionally,  the  county  is  providing  a fast-track  building  permit  incentive  and  a 
50%  reduction  in  the  cost  of  building  permit  fees  for  private  contractors  who  use  LEED. 

On  August  22,  2006,  the  county  approved  a Green  Development  Incentive  Resolution  (#2006-1741 
that  provides  fast-track  permitting  for  residential  and  commercial  green  developments.  Incentives 
apply  to  projects  pursuing  LEED  for  Neighborhood  Developments  (ND)  or  FGBC  Green 
Development  Standards. 

GRANTS 

Cincinnati,  OH 

On  September  20,  2006,  the  City  of  Cincinnati  passed  an  amendment  to  Ordinance  #342-2002 
that  gives  an  automatic  tax  exemption  and  100%  exemption  of  the  assessed  property  value  for 
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construction  of  new,  private  commercial  buildings  and  residential  units  that  achieve  LEED 
certification.  Residential  units  include  new  or  rehabilitated  apartment  structures  with  four  or  more 
units  but  do  not  include  detached  residential  structures.  The  ordinance  also  sets  aside  funds  from 
the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  to  provide  financial  assistance  for  builders  of  new 
residential  or  rehabilitated  low-  income  or  mixed-income  structures  and  homes  that  meet  LEED 
standards.  Funds  would  be  used  to  offset  any  increased  costs  from  building  to  LEED  standards. 

Also  on  September  20,  2006,  the  City  of  Cincinnati  passed  an  ordinance  requiring  new  municipal 
buildings  to  be  LEED  certified.  Renovated  municipal  buildings  should  incorporate  LEED  elements 
during  construction. 

Pennsylvania  Public  Schools 

In  July  2005,  the  Pennsylvania  legislature  passed  House  Bill  628.  amending  the  Public  School 
Code  to  provide  a financial  incentive  to  public  school  districts  that  achieve  LEED  Silver 
certification. 

Santa  Monica,  CA 

2000:  The  City  Council  adopted  an  ordinance  requiring  all  new  city  projects  to  achieve  LEED  Silver 
certification. 

April  2004:  The  city  launched  a grant  program  that  provides  a financial  incentive  for  private 
developers  who  achieve  LEED  certification. 

httD://areenbuildinas.santa-monica.orq/mainpaaes/Details%20-%20LEED%20Grants.pdf 
August  2005:  The  city  passed  an  ordinance  allowing  LEED  registered  projects  to  receive  expedited 
permitting.  This  includes  all  LEED  for  New  Construction,  Homes,  Core  and  Shell. 
http://www.smareen.orQ/mainpaaes/whatsnew.htm 

INCENTIVES  BY  REQUEST 

Cranford,  NJ 

November  15,  2005:  The  Township  of  Cranford  adopted  Ordinance  No.  2005-46  requiring  all 
township-funded  facilities  projects  and  township-owned  facilities  to  meet  LEED  Silver  certification. 
The  Township  also  adopted  LEE  D-EB  for  its  existing  facilities. 

The  township  also  has  an  incentive  program  whereby  redevelopers  may  request  an  incentive,  such 
as  a density  bonus,  for  achieving  LEED  certification. 

OTHER 

Babylon,  NY: 

On  November  29,  2006,  the  Town  of  Babylon  passed  a resolution  adopting  a local  law  that 
requires  LEED  certification  for  any  new  construction  of  commercial  buildings,  office  buildings, 
industrial  buildings,  multiple  residence,  or  senior  citizen  multiple  residence  over  4,000  square  feet. 
If  certification  is  achieved,  the  Town  will  refund  the  certification  fees  paid  to  USGBC  by  the 
developer. 

http://www . usabc.org/Show  File.aspx?Docum  entl  D=2 1 64 

San  Antonio,  TX 

On  June  15,  2006,  the  San  Antonio  City  Council  adopted  Ordinance  #2006-06-15-0722  that 
approves  Phase  II  of  the  City’s  Incentive  Scorecard  System  and  authorizes  administrative  waiver 
or  reduction  of  certain  development  fees  for  projects  reaching  specified  scores  from  the  scorecard. 
Points  are  awarded  for  projects  achieving  LEED-NC  or  LEED  for  Homes  certification. 

Ordinance:  http://www.sanantonio.aov/clerk/minutes/2006/20060616.mht 
Scorecard  and  incentives:  www.sanantonio.gov/incentives 
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Pasedena,  CA 

On  December  19,  2005,  the  City  Council  passed  an  ordinance  requiring  all  new  commercial  and 
residential  construction  to  achieve  the  LEED  Certified  level  at  a minimum.  This  includes 
commercial  construction  of  25,000  square  feet  or  more,  residential  buildings  at  least  four  stories 
high,  and  city  buildings  of  5,000  square  feet  or  more.  Developers  who  exceed  the  minimum 
certification  will  qualify  for  a rebate  from  Pasadena  Water  and  Power.  Additionally,  developers  who 
include  affordable  housing  will  earn  a construction  tax  rebate  of  $1000  per  unit.  The  ordinance  is 
effective  beginning  April  2006. 

http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/waterandoower/LE  ED%20Cert.pdf  (rebates  for  LEED  certification) 

San  Diego,  CA 

San  Diego  Mayor  Dick  Murphy  included  requiring  LEED  Silver  certification  of  all  municipal  projects 
among  his  10  goals  for  the  year  in  his  2002  State  of  the  City  Address.  The  city  subsequently 
adopted  LEED  for  all  public  projects  over  5,000  sq  ft  in  April,  2002.  The  city  has  also  developed  a 
sustainable  building  expedite  program  that  uses  LEED  criteria  and  provides  significant  plan  review 
and  construction  incentives. 

Private  sector  buildings  registering  for  LEED  certification  may  be  eligible  to  receive  technical  green 
building  training,  support,  and  education.  Commercial  projects  achieving  LEED  Silver  certification 
will  benefit  from  expedited  discretionary  processes. 

http://clerkdoc.sannet.aov/RiahtS  ite/aetcontent/local.pdf?DMW  OBJECTID=09001451800a609a 

Seattle,  WA 

In  February,  2002,  the  City  of  Seattle  passed  a policy  requiring  LEED  Silver  certification  of  all  city- 
owned  projects  and  renovations  over  5,000  gsf.  The  city  is  encouraging  the  private  construction 
sector  to  incorporate  LEED  design  standards  into  new  and  existing  buildings  by  providing 
economic  incentives. 

On  April  12,  2006,  Mayor  Nickels  signed  zoning  legislation  that  gives  a height  or  density  bonus  to 
commercial  or  residential  projects  that  achieve  at  least  LEED  Silver  certification  and  contribute  to 
affordable  housing. 

Sustainable  Building  Policy 

Washington,  DC 

The  mayor  will  establish  an  incentive  program  for  private  residential  and  commercial  buildings. 
Incentives  will  include  an  expedited  permit  review  and  may  also  include  grants.  The  mayor  will  also 
establish  a Green  Building  Fund  for  technical  assistance  and  monitoring  of  green  buildings, 
education,  and  incentive  funding  for  private  buildings. 
http://www.dccouncil.washinaton.dc.us/imaaes/00001/20061201 163509.pdf 
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F:  WEST  COAST  LEED  PROJECTS  - CREDIT  FREQUENCY 
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This  analysis  of  West  Coast  LEED  Certified  projects  in  California,  Washington,  and  Oregon, 
was  commissioned  by  the  Alameda  County  Waste  Management  Authority  Green  Building 
Program  and  performed  by  KEMA. 

This  information  was  used  in  part  to  formulate  the  benefit  analysis  presented  in  this  report. 
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G:  ROLES  OF  CITY  DEPARTMENTS 


Active  participation  by  key  City  departments  in  the  form  of  education,  staffing,  and  other  resources 
will  be  needed  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  Task  Force’s  recommendations.  Inter-departmental 
coordination  has  been  critical  to  the  success  of  the  current  Priority  Permitting  program  for  LEED 
Gold  projects;  expanding  coordination  efforts  will  be  required  from  all  agencies  that  help  to  manage 
the  City’s  built  environment. 

• Planning  Department.  As  the  first  stop  for  building  projects,  the  Planning  Department  will  play 
a critical  role  in  providing  information  and  resources  to  applicants  and  the  community  of  design 
professionals  regarding  green  building  requirements  and  incentives. 

Planning  management  and  staff  should  increase  their  understanding  of  general  green  building 
principles,  referenced  third-party  rating  systems,  and  become  expert  communicators  of 
requirements  and  or  incentives  to  the  public,  and  should  promote  green  building  principles  in 
new  Code  amendments  and  area  plan  formulation. 

The  Department  has  demonstrated  a commitment  to  green  building  and  is  one  of  the  lead 
agencies  in  administering  the  Priority  Application  Processing  program,  offering  expedited 
project  review  for  buildings  that  wi  II  certify  as  LEED  Gold  or  better. 

• Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  As  the  primary  public  interface  and  enforcement 
body  of  the  City’s  Building,  Housing,  Plumbing,  Electrical,  and  Mechanical  Codes,  DBI  will  also 
play  an  important  role  in  overseeing  any  new  green  building  measures  for  private  sector 
development.  DBI  should  provide  adequate  funding  for  staff  training  and  other  resources  in 
order  to  both  review  and  verify  compliance  with  green  building  requirements  and/or  incentive 
programs.  Leverage  resources  from  other  building  agencies  such  as  California  Energy 
Commission,  CA  Public  Utilities  Commission,  CALBO,  and  third-party  organizations  such  as 
USGBC,  Build  it  Green,  CalCERTS,  etc.  for  continued  training  opportunities. 

• SF  Environment  (SFE).  SFE’s  green  building  and  energy  programs  and  staff  provide  policy 
direction,  technical  support,  outreach  networks,  and  key  private  sector  partnership  opportunities 
for  advancing  green  building  in  the  City.  Staff  will  continue  to  advise  key  City  departments  and 
provide  programmatic  support  to  ensure  that  policies  and  procedures  remain  consistent  with 
current  developments  in  the  green  building  industry. 

• Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC).  As  the  City’s  provider  of  water,  wastewater,  and 
municipal  electricity,  SFPUC  plays  an  integral  role  in  promoting  green  development  strategies 
such  as  energy  efficiency,  on-site  stormwater  management,  and  water  use  reduction  in 
buildings,  all  key  environmental  priorities  for  the  City.  SFPUC  should  continue  to  develop 
policies  that  provide  additional  incentives  or  requirements  that  support  the  task  Force’s 
recommendations  in  these  areas,  and  help  to  ensure  ongoing  implementation. 

• City  Attorney’s  Office.  The  government  branch  of  the  City  Attorney’s  office  acts  as  the  City's 
general  counsel.  Attorneys  in  this  division  review  all  municipal  ordinances  and  city  contracts, 
and  advise  officials  and  agencies  on  legal  issues.  As  the  Task  Force’s  recommendations  evolve 
to  become  ordinances  and  regulations,  legislators  and  City  staff  will  depend  on  the  City  Attorney 
to  develop  green  building  policies. 

• Assessor’s  Office.  The  Assessor’s  Office  has  offered  advice  to  the  Task  Force,  and  should 
continue  to  provide  guidance  as  the  City  seeks  to  identify  additional  incentives  for  private 
builders  and  developers  to  buil  d green. 

There  are  also  other  agencies  that  may  be  able  to  assist  to  identify  further  opportunities  for  private 
sector  green  building  projects. 
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• San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA).  Although  bound  by  State  redevelopment 
law,  .SFRA  is  an  increasingly  important  entity  regarding  land  use  development  and  public 
infrastructure  issues  in  the  City.  They  have  also  taken  a growing  interest  in  green  building  for 
the  projects  they  administer,  including  participation  in  both  the  LEED  and  Green  Communities 
programs  for  their  affordable  housing  projects. 

• Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing  (MOH).  MOH  helps  to  fund  and  develop  affordable  housing 
projects  in  San  Francisco.  Like  SFRA,  MOFI  has  demonstrated  strong  support  of  green  building 
practices  for  their  projects,  including  participation  in  the  Green  Communities  program  as  well  as 
drafting  their  own  internal  green  building  guidelines. 


Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Buildings 


Page  36 


H:  BUILDING  PERMIT  APPLICATION  GREEN  FORM 
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SUGGESTED  GREEN 
BUILDING  CHECK  BOX 


12)  ELECTRICAL 
WORK' TO  8E 

YES  O 

(13)  PLUMBM8 
WORK  TO  BE 

YES  □ 

PERFORMED 

NO  □ 

PERFORMED 

NO  □ 

PHONE 

GAfXCm 

EXPIRATION  DATE 

: strCs 

PHONE  (FOR  CONTACT  BY  DEPT.) 

UFFICIEfri! 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
introduces  the  Green  Point  Rated  system  for 
Residential  building  and  remodeling  projects 


j | INTEND  to  incorporate  Green  materials 
and/or  technologies  in  this  project 


See  page  2 tor  the  attached  list  of  possible  points 
from  the  Green  Points  Rated  checks! 


STATE 

SO.  FT, 

mm 

YES  U 

mm 

w 

m □ 

sracBnncKTE  m 

I INTEND  to  incorporate  Green  materials 

and/or  technologies  in  this  project 


For  more  information  on  the  Green  Points  Rated  building  program 
go  to  www  buildrtgreen  org/tndex  c!m%seactK>n-gteenpomt 


©BBSS 


For  more  information  on  the  new  San  Francisco  DBl  programs  and  education 
goto:  http/iWw’w.stgov.org/slte/dtH^index.asp/GreenBuitdingProgram 


NOTICE  T Q APPLICANT 

OLD  HARMLESS  CLAUSE,  The  pemifttee(s)  by  acceptance  of  live  permit,  agree  (s)  to  indemnify  and 
M harmless  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  and  against  any  and  all  claim,  demands  and 
jttons  for  damages  resulting  from  operations  under  this  permit,  regardless  of  negligence  of  the  City 
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I:  GREEN  BUILDING  RESOURCES 


Links 

• Alameda  County  Waste  Management  Authority 

• Build  it  Green 

• California  Integrated  Waste  M anagement  Board 

• Center  for  the  Built  Environment 

• ENERGYSTAR 

• Environmental  Building  News 

• Global  Green  USA 

• SF  Environment 

• US  Green  Building  Council 


www.stoDwaste.ora 

www.builditqreen.org 

www.ciwmb.org 

www.cbe.berkelev.edu 

www.enerqvstar.gov 

www.buildinqqreen  .com/ 

www.qlobalqreen  .orq/ 

www.sfenvironment.org/ 

www.usqbc.org 


Reports  on  the  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Green  Building 

• City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  "Report  to  BOS  Budget  Analyst:  Chapter  7 of  the 
Environment  Code"  (LEED  Silver  for  Municipal  Buildings),  2003 
http://www.sflivinqbvexample.org/sflivinqbvexample/attachments/GreenBuildinq1.doc 

• State  of  California  Report, " Costs  and  Financial  Benefits  of  Green  Buil  dings,"  2003 
http://www.sflivinqbvexample.org/sflivinqbvexample/attachments/GreenBuildinq3.pdf 

• Davis  Langdon  study,  "Costing  Green,"  2004, 
http://www.usqbc.org/Docs/Resources/Cost  of  Green  Full  ,pdf#search=%27Costinq%20Gr 
een:%20Davis%20Lanqdon 

EcoLabels  for  Products  and  Materials  Certifications 

• BuildingGreen  provides  detailed  listings  for  more  than  2,000  environmentally  preferable 
building  products  with  descriptions,  manufacturer  information,  and  links  to  additional 
resources,  http://www.buildinqqreen.com 

• Carpet  and  Rug  Institute  (CRI)  updates  a list  of  carpets  and  cleaning  products  containing 
low  amounts  of  VOC's  (volatile  organic  compounds)  and  other  compounds  that  may  off- 
gas. Green  Label  Plus  identifies  the  highest  performers  that  meet  or  exceed  California’s 
stringent  section  1350  emissions  testing  protocols.  The  CRI  Indoor  Air  Quality  Carpet 
Testing  Program  green  and  white  logo  displayed  on  carpet  samples  in  showrooms  informs 
the  consumer  that  the  product  type  has  been  tested  by  an  independent  laboratory  and  has 
met  the  criteria  for  very  low  emissions,  http://www.carpet-ruq.org/index.cfm 

• ENERGY  STAR®  for  energy  efficient  appliances  and  incentives.  ENERGY  STAR  is  a joint 
program  of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
helping  to  save  money  and  protect  the  environment  through  energy  efficient  products  and 
practices  http://www.enerqvstar.gov/index.cfm ?c=about.ab  index 

• FloorScore.  The  FloorScore  program,  developed  by  the  Resilient  Floor  Covering  Institute 
(RFCI)  in  conjunction  with  Scientific  Certification  Systems  (SCS),  tests  and  certifies  flooring 
products  for  compliance  with  indoor  air  quality  emission  requirements  adopted  in  California. 
http://www.rfci.com/int  FloorScore.htm 
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Forest  Stewardship  Council  (FSC)  for  wood  products.  FSC  is  an  international  not-for- 
profit  membership-based  organization  that  brings  people  together  to  find  solutions  to  the 
problems  created  by  bad  forestry  practices  and  to  reward  good  forest  management. 
http://www.fsc.org/en/ 

GreenGuard  for  a list  of  low-emitting  interior  use  products.  GEI  [Greenguard 
Environmental  Institute]  is  an  industry  independent,  non-profit  organization  with  mission  to 
improve  public  health  and  the  quality  of  life  through  programs  that  improve  indoor  air. 
http://www.QreenQuard.org/ 

GreenSeal  for  a variety  of  building  and  maintenance-related  products.  Green  Seal  is  an 
independent  non-profit  organization  dedicated  to  safeguarding  the  environment  and 
transforming  the  marketplace  by  promoting  the  manufacture,  purchase,  ad  use  of 
environmentally  responsible  products  and  services,  http://www.qreenseal.orq/ 
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2006-2007  Civil  Grand  Jury 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


CAN  SAN  FRANCISCO  KEEP  ITS  PROMISE 
TO  REDUCE  GREENHOUSE  GAS  EMISSIONS? 


Report  released:  June  2007 


Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 

The  purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  to  investigate  the  operations  of  the  various 
departments,  agencies,  and  officers  of  the  government  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
to  develop  constructive  recommendations  for  improving  their  operations,  as  required  by  law. 

Each  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  the  opportunity  and  responsibility  to  determine  which 
departments,  agencies  and  officers  it  will  investigate  during  its  one-year  term  of  office.  To 
accomplish  this  task,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  divides  into  committees.  Each  committee  conducts  its 
research  by  visiting  government  facilities,  meeting  with  public  officials  and  reviewing 
appropriate  documents. 

The  nineteen  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  selected  at  random  from  a pool  of 
thirty  prospective  jurors.  San  Francisco  residents  are  invited  to  apply.  More  information  can  be 
found  at:  http://www.sfgov.org/site/courtsjpage.asp?id=3680,  or  by  contacting  Civil  Grand  Jury, 
400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  (415)  551-3605. 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  provide 
identifying  information  about  individuals  who  spoke  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of 
the  Superior  Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a copy  sent  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  For  each  finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with 
the  finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each 
recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding  party  must  report  either  (1)  that 
the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a summary  explanation  of  how  it  was 
implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented  in  the 
future,  with  a time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires  further 
analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a time  frame  for  the  officer  or 
agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  the  report);  or 
(4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with 
an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal  Code,  sections  933,  933.05). 
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CAN  SAN  FRANCISCO  KEEP  ITS  PROMISE 
TO  REDUCE  GREENHOUSE  GAS  EMISSIONS? 

I.  SUMMARY 


The  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  studied  San  Francisco’s  efforts  to  address  the  threat  of  climate  change 
and  recommends  further  aggressive  actions  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 


In  2002  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a resolution  setting  a goal  for  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce  annual  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to  20  percent  below 
1990  levels  by  the  year  2012. 1 The  Commission  on  the  Environment  tasked  the  Department  of 
Environment  to  develop  plans  to  address  emissions-reduction  in  the  City.2 

The  mission  of  the  Department  of  Environment  is  to  preserve  the  environment  and  to  promote 
San  Francisco’s  long-term  well  being  by  developing  innovative,  practical  and  wide-ranging 
programs  in  recycling,  toxics  reduction,  energy  efficiency,  commute  alternatives,  and  urban 
forest.  The  Department  fosters  groundbreaking  legislation  and  educates  the  public  by  providing 
information  on  a variety  of  practices,  which  serve  as  models  for  other  cities  and  countries. 

As  mandated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Department  of  Environment  and  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  developed  and  published  the  City’s  Climate  Action  Plan 
(2004),  putting  forth  a list  of  specific  actions  to  be  set  in  motion  in  an  attempt  to  reach  the  stated 
emission  reduction  goals.  The  Climate  Action  Plan  covers  energy  efficiency  and  renewable 
power,  waste  reduction,  cleaner  vehicles  and  transportation  alternatives.  (Plan  available  at 
www . sfenvironment . org) 

In  introducing  the  plan.  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  warned  of  the  threat  that  climate  change  presents 
to  San  Francisco:  rising  sea  levels  could  threaten  low  lying  areas  such  as  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  Treasure  Island,  Mission  Bay,  AT&T  and  Candlestick  Parks,  roads, 
railroad  tracks,  sewage  treatment  plants,  and  our  marina  and  harbor  facilities. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Environment,  although  the  City  has  made  progress  in  stopping 
the  upward  trend  of  emissions  in  the  City,  it  is  not  on  track  to  meeting  the  2012  goal.  The  Civil 
Grand  Jury  investigated  the  City’s  efforts  to  determine  what  has  been  accomplished,  what  has 
not  been  done,  and  why  San  Francisco  — considered  one  of  the  world’s  most  progressive  and 
most  environmentally-aware  cities  — is  not  now  on  a sufficiently  aggressive  path  to  meet  its 
emissions  reduction  target. 


United  Nations  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  (IPCC)  research  suggests  that  a 60  percent  reduction 
below  1990  levels  is  required  to  reverse  global  warming  and  stabilize  the  earth’s  climate  (First  Conference  of  Parties 
to  the  Climate  Change  Convention,  1995,  chapter  3,  p.7). 

The  seven-member  Commission  on  the  Environment  was  created  in  1992.  Appointed  by  the  mayor,  it  develops 
policies  and  programs,  advises  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  and  sets  policy  for  die  Department  of 
Environment,  which  prepares  and  recommends  environmental  codes  and  ordinances  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
review,  approve  and  enact. 
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II.  BACKGROUND 


A.  SAN  FRANCISCO’S  EFFORTS 

Climate  change  is  a global  problem  with  local  impacts.  Rising  temperatures,  rising  sea  level, 
and  more  frequent  and  severe  El  Nino  storms  seriously  threaten  San  Francisco’s  infrastructure, 
economy  and  public  health,  and  could  lead  to  loss  of  biodiversity  and  ecosystems.  According  to 
the  Pacific  Institute,  an  Oakland-based  independent  research  firm,  “A  three-foot  rise  in  sea  level 
would  cause  a huge  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  flooding  property  worth  $48  billion 
over  about  100  square  miles  and  turning  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  River  Delta  into  a vast 
inland  sea”3  (San  Francisco  Chronicle,  2/18/07,  p.W5). 

The  City  committed  to  taking  action  to  address  climate  change  with  a 1998  Board  of  Supervisors 
decision  to  join  566  cities  around  the  world  (including  26  in  California  among  141  in  the  U.S.)  in 
the  International  Council  for  Local  Environmental  Initiatives  (ICLEI)  Cities  for  Climate 
Protection  Campaign.4  ICLEI  believes  that  cities  can  play  a large  role  in  reducing  emissions 
through  planning  and  regional  cooperation,  and  as  a result  receive  benefits  from  reduced 
emissions  (Burroughs  2007). 

According  to  the  Department  of  Environment,  in  1990  San  Francisco’s  annual  emissions  were 
about  9.1  million  metric  tons  of  eCC>2,  but  had  reached  9.7  million  tons  by  the  year  2000,  an 
increase  of  about  seven  percent  over  a ten-year  time  span.  As  a result  of  the  Climate  Action 
Plan,  the  City  is  now  attempting  to  bring  its  annual  emissions  down  to  7.3  million  tons  by  2012 
(20  percent  below  1990  levels).  Specific  goals  for  eCC>2  reduction  for  the  four  categories  from 
the  City’s  Plan  — Transportation,  Energy  Efficiency,  Renewable  Energy,  Solid  Waste  - are 
shown  in  Tables  1-4  (pages  38-39). 

The  City  has  made  some  progress  toward  accomplishing  these  goals.  The  just-completed 
emissions  inventory  for  the  year  2005,  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Environment,  showed  a 
reduction  of  500,000  metric  tons,  only  half  the  amount  hoped  for  by  2005.  This  means  that  to 
achieve  the  reduction  to  7.3  million  tons  by  2012  will  require  a tripling  of  the  reduction  rate. 

According  to  The  Climate  Group5  (2007),  “San  Francisco  has  one  of  the  most  ambitious  big-city 
reduction  commitments  and  programs  yet  in  the  United  States. . . . Plan  programs  and  policies 
include  investing  in  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy,  transit  improvements  and  increased 
transit  ridership,  greener  alternative  fuel  and  hybrid  fleets,  and  increasing  recycling.” 

As  a result  of  a 2002  resolution  by  the  voters,  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  has  been 
enacted  and  is  now  law,  with  sixteen  chapters.  Those  written  specifically  to  promote  reductions 
in  energy  use,  emissions  or  solid  waste  are  described  in  Appendix  #2  (p.45).  San  Francisco  has 
adopted  other  programs  designed  to  reduce  emissions.  Programs  recently  initiated  include: 

3 See  Appendix  #1  for  a discussion  of  sea  levels. 

4 ICLEI  (Local  Governments  for  Sustainability)  was  founded  in  1990  (www.iclei.org). 

5 The  Climate  Group  is  an  independent,  international,  nonprofit  organization  dedicated  to  advancing  business  and 
government  leadership  on  climate  change,  based  in  the  UK,  the  USA  and  Australia. 

http  ://www.  theclimategroup . org/index.php?pid=6 1 4 . 
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• The  “Energy  Watch”  program,  started  by  the  Department  of  Environment  in  partnership  with 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  (PG&E)  in  February  2007,  delivers  energy  savings  and  efficiency 
education  to  consumers. 

• City  code  now  requires  LEED* * * * * 6  silver  standard  in  construction  of  new  municipal  buildings. 

• Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection  give  priority  construction  permitting  and 
streamlined  inspection  services  for  any  private  projects  that  agree  to  achieve  the  higher  LEED 
Gold  standard  (Planning  Department). 

• The  Mayor’s  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  in  November  2005  has  created 
the  Clean  Technology  Advisory  Council  to  attract  clean  technology  businesses  and  jobs  to 
San  Francisco  (San  Francisco  Chronicle,  11/07/05). 

• In  February  of  2007  the  Mayor  asked  for  legislation  to  ban  the  use  of  old-style  fluorescent 
tubes  in  San  Francisco's  commercial  buildings  and  replace  them  with  the  new,  more  energy- 
efficient,  T-8s.  Muni  (San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway)  has  already  embarked  on  a 
program  to  replace  older  ballast  with  more  efficient  electronic  ballast  as  well  as  relamping 
with  the  new  T-8  energy  efficient  lamps.  Muni  has  also  formed  a partnership  with  SFPUC  in 
replacing  lamps  in  several  subway  stations  with  energy-saving  fixtures. 

• “Community  Choice  Aggregation”  (CCA):  This  San  Francisco  effort  is  based  on  the  State 
program  (California's  2002  Community  Choice  law  AB  117,  sponsored  by  State  Senator 
Carole  Migden)  which  allows  local  governments  to  procure  renewable  electric  power  and 
then  sell  that  power  to  local  residents  and  businesses.  It  has  been  proposed  by  the  City  but  is 
not  yet  law. 

Each  of  these  actions  is  intended  to  reduce  or  at  least  slow  the  increase  in  energy  use  and  the 
resulting  buildup  of  greenhouse  gases.  The  Department  of  Environment  has  been  at  the  forefront 
of  these  efforts:  pioneering  sorted  residential  recycling,  identifying  likely  roofs  for  solar  arrays, 
assembling  data  for  emissions  inventories,  and  speaking  to  any  serious  small  group  that  seeks  the 
latest  information  on  best  practices.  The  general  public  has  not  been  required  to  participate  and 
may  not  be  aware  of  many  of  the  City’s  green  programs.  Even  the  recycling  program  by  its  very 
nature  is  voluntary. 

In  addition  to  these  San  Francisco  City  programs,  PG&E  has  aggressive  incentives  and  rebates,7 
including  a Residential  Lighting  Program,  providing  consumers  with  rebates  on  compact 
fluorescent  lights  (CFLs)  which  use  only  about  25%  of  the  energy  of  incandescent  lights,  last 


LEED,  the  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  Green  Building  Rating  System,  is  the  nationally 

accepted  benchmark  for  the  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  high  performance  green  buildings.  (Case  2006). 

It  is  administered  by  the  U.  S.  Green  Building  Council  (USBC)  which  awards  points  in  the  following  areas: 

sustainable  site  14;  water  efficiency  5;  energy  and  atmosphere  17;  materials  and  resources  13;  indoor  environment 

15,  innovation  and  design  5,  a .total  of  69  points.  LEED  levels  are  graded  by  points:  Certified  26-32,  Silver  33-38, 

Gold  39-51,  Platinum  52-69.  (www.usgbc.org) 

7 www.pge.com/rebates. 
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longer,  and  generate  70%  less  heat. 

Despite  efforts  by  the  City,  however,  the  latest  emissions  inventory  by  the  Department  of 
Environment  shows  that  levels  are  still  disappointingly  high.  The  purpose  of  our  investigation  is 
to  try  to  understand  the  reasons  and  to  highlight  actions  the  City  might  take  to  further  reduce 
emissions,  and  to  help  put  San  Francisco  on  track  toward  a reduction  of  20%  below  1990  levels 
by  the  year  2012. 

B.  GLOBAL  PERSPECTIVE  ON  CLIMATE  CHANGE 

Atmospheric  scientists  from  142  countries  around  the  world  have  been  meeting  in  Brussels, 
Belgium,  during  2007  for  the  United  Nations  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change 
(IPCC)  to  compile  a document  stating  fundamental  agreement  that  human-induced  climate 
change  is  happening,  is  unequivocal,  and  requires  immediate  action.8  See  Appendix  #3  (p.  46) 
for  summary  statements  included  in  their  February  2007  Fourth  Assessment  Report. 

Jim  Hansen,  a leading  climatologist,9  states,  “We  have  at  most  ten  years  — not  ten  years  to  decide 
upon  action,  but  ten  years  to  alter  fundamentally  the  trajectory  of  global  greenhouse  emissions” 
(Hansen  2006).  Other  scientists  agree  (Oreskes  2004).  On  a global  perspective,  annual  per 
capita  U.S.  emissions,  22.2  tons  of  equivalent  CO2  (carbon  dioxide,  methane,  nitrous  oxide: 
called  eC02)  in  2001,  greatly  outweigh  the  world  average  of  4.3  tons.10  The  level  of  emissions 
from  sources  in  the  U.S.  is  vastly  disproportionate  to  our  population.  Considering  our  great 
wealth  and  prosperity  relative  to  other  nations,  it  is  clear  that  we  can  afford  to  make  a difference. 

In  April  of  2007,  eleven  retired  admirals  and  generals  released  a detailed  68-page  report  arguing 
that,  “Climate  change  could  be  a threat  multiplier  in  already  fragile  parts  of  the  world.  Rising 
sea  levels  could  threaten  the  livelihoods  of  more  than  one  billion  people  living  within  45  miles  of 
Asia’s  coastlines.  In  Africa,  recurring  heat  waves  could  cause  widespread  shortages  of  food  and 
water,  leading  to  large-scale  migrations  and  escalating  tensions.”  Anthony  Zinni,  the  retired 
Marine  general,  said,  “We  will  pay  for  this  one  way  or  the  other  — either  now,  to  control  the 
emission  of  greenhouse  gases,  or  later,  in  military  engagements  and  human  lives”  (Environment 
News  Service,  04/20/07)  (CNA  Corp.  2007)  (New  York  Times  Editorial  2007). 

A comprehensive  review  on  the  economics  of  climate  change  was  published  by  Sir  Nicholas 
Stem,  Head  of  the  United  Kingdom  (UK)  Government  Economic  Service  and  former  World 
Bank  Chief  Economist.  Using  the  results  from  formal  economic  models,  the  Review  estimates  that 
if  we  do  not  act,  the  overall  costs  and  risks  of  climate  change  will  be  equivalent  to  losing  at  least  five 
percent  of  global  domestic  product  (GDP)  each  year,  now  and  forever.  If  a wider  range  of  risks  and 
impacts  is  taken  into  account,  the  estimates  of  damage  could  rise  to  twenty  percent  of  GDP  or  more. 
In  contrast,  the  costs  of  action  - reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to  avoid  the  worst  impacts  of 
climate  change  - can  be  limited  to  around  one  percent  of  global  GDP  each  year.  (Stem  2006,  2007) 


8 San  Francisco  Chronicle,  02/28/07. 

9 Hansen  is  Director  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA)  Goddard  Institute  for  Space 
Studies  in  New  York.  No  relation  to  Civil  Grand  Jury  members. 

10  Climate  Action  Plan,  p 1-5,  from  US  Census  Bureau  2001. 
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The  sophisticated  economic  analyses  presented  in  the  Stem  Report  indicate  that  the  longer  we 
wait  to  raise  public  consciousness  and  willingness  to  act,  the  costlier  the  solutions  will  likely 
become.  By  acting  now,  we  preserve  valuable  response  options  and  avoid  the  economic  and 
social  dislocation  of  drastic  changes  later. 

C.  WHAT  CITIES  ARE  DOING 

In  light  of  the  vacuum  in  leadership  at  the  federal  level,  initiating  meaningful  action  to  control 
emissions  will  have  to  come  from  the  cities  and  states  — an  endeavor  which  necessarily  must 
build  from  the  local  level  up.  Cities  must  take  a leadership  role.  Although  the  efforts  of  one  city 
alone  cannot  solve  anthropomorphic  climate  change,  when  joined  with  others  these  efforts  can 
lead  to  an  enlightened  national  policy. 

In  June  of 2005,  leaders  of  cities  from  around  the  globe  signed  the  Urban  Environmental 
Accords11  in  the  rotunda  of  San  Francisco  City  Hall  in  recognition  of  United  Nations  World 
Environment  Day.  This  agreement  sets  out  21  specific  actions  for  sustainable  urban  living, 
addressing  seven  environmental  areas  common  to  the  world's  large  cities:  Energy,  Waste 
Reduction,  Urban  Design,  Urban  Nature,  Transportation,  Environmental  Health  and  Water. 
(Sappenfield  2005) 

The  Mayor  of  San  Francisco  was  among  the  358  U.S.  mayors  (representing  55  million 
Americans)  who  have  signed  the  U.S.  Mayors  Climate  Protection  Agreement  pledging  to  meet  or 
exceed  Kyoto12  goals  in  their  communities  (as  noted  in  USA  Today,  01/01/2007).13 

San  Francisco  was  also  represented  in  May  2007  at  the  C40  Large  Cities  Climate  Summit  in 
New  York  City,  where  mayors  of  the  world’s  largest  and  most  polluted  cities,  from  Berlin  to 
Beijing  and  London  to  Los  Angeles,  met  to  formulate  programs  to  fight  climate  change  and 
promote  the  use  of  clean  energy.  Microsoft  announced  the  ongoing  creation  of  new  software 
(free  to  cities)  which  would  track  carbon  emissions,  adding  up  various  factors  like  commercial 
space,  residential  buildings  and  transportation  usage  to  gauge  how  much  carbon  dioxide  a city 
produces.  (Yahoo  News,  05/14/07) 

Although  cities  have  less  power  than  states  to  create  energy-saving  and  pollution-reduction 
legislation,  according  to  the  Los  Angeles  Times  (Simon  2006),  many  communities  have  already 
begun  to  make  some  progress. 

• Boulder,  CO,  now  has  a “climate  tax,”  an  extra  fee  for  electricity  with  proceeds  going  to 
fight  global  warming.  The  Mayor  of  Boulder  explained  that,  “Even  if  Boulder  could 
somehow  wish  away  all  of  its  emissions,  that  wouldn’t  be  a drop  in  the  bucket,”  but  argues 
that  the  city  must  try  anyway  to  prove  that  they  can  reduce  pollutants  without  spending  huge 
sums  or  slowing  economic  growth. 


1 1 http://www.urbanaccords.org/pdf/Accords.pdf 

The  Kyoto  Protocol  to  the  United  Nations  Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change  is  an  amendment  to  the 
international  treaty  on  climate  change,  assigning  mandatory  targets  for  reduction  of  emissions  to  signatory  nations. 
J www.seattle.gov/mayor/climate/ 
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• Seattle,  WA,  has  a parking  tax  and  hopes  to  charge  tolls  on  major  roads  to  discourage 
driving. 

• The  Mayor  of  New  York  City  has  proposed  “congestion  pricing,”  charging  a fee  for  vehicles 
entering  Manhattan,  the  funds  to  be  used  for  environmental  and  mass  transportation 
programs  — similar  to  successful  programs  in  Singapore,  London,  Stockholm  and  other  world 
cities.  (See  Appendix  #4,  p.  47,  for  details.) 

• Fargo,  ND,  traps  the  methane  from  its  landfill  and  sells  it  for  use  in  commercial  boilers. 

• Boston,  MA,  became  the  first  major  city  in  the  nation  to  require  private  developers  to  adhere 
to  a strict  set  of  green  buildings  standards. 

• Austin,  TX,  is  collecting  “soft”  orders  for  plug-in  hybrids  for  government  and  commercial 
fleets,  in  anticipation  of  a time  in  the  near  future  when  these  clean  cars  become  commercially 
available  (Boschert,  2006,  p.  176).  Marin  County  and  also  Palo  Alto  have  recently 
announced  that  they  have  placed  “soft”  orders  as  well.14 

• The  City  of  St.  Paul,  MN,  has  instituted  strong  regulations  prohibiting  non-recyclable  or 
environmentally  unacceptable  packaging  of  goods  from  food  establishments,15  and  San 
Francisco  has  done  the  same. 

D.  ACTION  BY  THE  STATE 

On  September  27,  2006,  California  Governor  Schwarzenegger  signed  the  most  comprehensive 
emissions  law  in  the  country,  the  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act,  Assembly  Bill  32  (AB32), 

This  act  is  the  first  program  in  the  United  States  to  mandate  an  economy-wide  emissions  cap  that 
includes  enforceable  penalties.  It  calls  for  a buildup  of  wind  and  solar  energy  sources  and 
establishes  a statewide  target  to  reduce  climate  change  emissions  within  California  down  to  1990 
levels  by  the  year  2020  (U.S.  Department  of  Energy,  2006).  By  a prior  Executive  Order  on  June 
1,  2005  (#S-3-05),  the  Governor  had  already  pledged  to  reduce  emissions  by  80  percent  below 
1990  levels  by  2050. 

This  State  law  emphasizes  crucial  long-range  targets  with  plans  to  be  completed  by  2009  and 
final  regulations  by  201 1.  An  ultimate  solution  requires  a movement  from  carbon-based  fuels 
for  transportation  and  energy  to  emission-free  methods  of  production.  Carbon  taxes16  and  cap- 
and-trade17  systems,  along  with  clean  alternative  fuels  are  being  used  or  considered  at  many 
levels  in  this  country  and  elsewhere  to  speed  this  necessary  change.  Putting  a price  on  carbon 
creates  incentives  for  people  and  businesses  to  use  less.18  Meanwhile,  conservation  is  essential 


14 

www.RAN.org 

15  http://www.stpaul.gOv/code/lc236.html#sec236.01 . 

16  Lazarus  2007,  McKibbon  2007,  Rosenblum  2007. 

17  Nation  2007. 

18  Economists  use  the  phrase,  “price  elasticity  of  energy  demand”  — the  amount  that  demand  for  energy  increases  or 
decreases  with  a given  change  in  price  — indicating  that  the  long-term  value  is  roughly  0.5.  For  instance  if  gasoline 
prices  increase  100  percent,  then  eventually,  in  ten  or  twenty  years,  consumption  of  gasoline  will  drop  by  50 
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to  limit  the  harmful  gases  being  released  into  the  atmosphere,  while  science  and  technology 
develop  non-carbon  energy  alternatives  and  make  them  practical  on  a large  scale. 

Growing  awareness  of  climate  change  has  also  increased  support  for  high-speed  rail.  A bullet 
train  from  San  Francisco  to  Los  Angeles  has  been  under  consideration  in  California  for  more 
than  a decade.  The  California  High  Speed  Rail  Impact  Report,  as  quoted  in  the  Oakland  Tribune 
(1/28/04),  estimates  that  to  serve  the  same  number  of  travelers  as  the  high-speed  train  system, 
California  would  have  to  build  nearly  3,000  miles  of  new  freeways  plus  five  airport  runways  and 
90  departure  gates  in  the  next  two  decades.  The  trains  use  far  less  power  than  planes  or  cars  and 
would  get  millions  of  cars  off  the  road  with  a substantial  reduction  of  greenhouse  gas 
emissions.19 

These  State  plans  are  all  visionary  and  results  will  take  time,  political  will  and  money.  But  there 
are  short-term  actions  that  can  and  should  be  taken  now  at  the  local  level. 

E.  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  CLIMATE  ACTION  PLAN 

The  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  of  2004  is  broad  and  ambitious  in  scope.  Emissions 
targets  apply  to  municipal  operations  and  to  the  community  at  large.  Recommendations 
described  as  “next  steps”  in  the  Plan  detail  immediate  actions  that  could  be  taken,  advocating  a 
balance  between  regulations  and  incentives.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Grand  Jury  report  we  will 
concentrate  on  specific  goals  of  eCC>2  reduction  for  the  four  categories  from  the  City's  Plan: 
Transportation,  Energy  Efficiency,  Renewable  Energy  and  Solid  Waste. 

The  Department  of  Environment  has  just  completed  a community-wide  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  inventory  for  the  year  2005  and  will  publicly  report  on  the  City’s  progress  towards 
meeting  the  goals  set  out  in  the  Climate  Action  Plan.  Preliminary  reports  show  that  efforts  to 
reverse  the  steep  climb  in  emissions  are  beginning  to  succeed  with  emission  levels  heading 
downward.  The  rate  of  decrease,  however,  is  not  nearly  what  is  needed  to  reach  the  City’s  goal. 

The  targets  set  forth  in  the  Climate  Action  Plan  apply  to  both  emissions  from  municipal 
operations  and  emissions  from  the  community  at  large.  The  City,  through  policy,  regulations  and 
other  actions  has  some  direct  control  over  emissions  from  municipal  sources,  but  it  has 
substantially  less  control  over  those  generated  by  the  larger  community,  which  account  for  over 
90%  of  San  Francisco’s  total  emissions  (Climate  Action  Plan  p.  2-2). 

This  report  is  directed  to  various  city  departments  and  agencies  and  at  commercial 
establishments  and  residents  as  well.  It  is  directed  especially  to  the  Department  of  Environment, 
since  this  is  the  lead  department  or  agency  spearheading  efforts  by  the  City  to  stake  out  a strong 
position  in  emissions  reduction,  and  it  will  need  to  promote  an  unprecedented  combination  of 
programs,  new  ordinances  and  public  outreach  campaigns  to  reach  the  City's  goal. 


percent.  (Espey,  1998;  Kayser,  2000;  Puller  & Greening,  1999). 

SPUR.  2007.  High  speed  rail  essential  to  keep  California  on  track  SPUR  June  Newsletter 
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III.  FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


A.  GENERAL 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  expanding  education  and  outreach. 

The  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  is  law,  and  the  Department  of  Environment  makes 
recommendations  which,  if  implemented  throughout  City  government,  could  significantly  reduce 
energy  use.  However,  attention  to  these  issues  is  often  of  low  priority  in  daily  operations. 

The  Department  of  Environment  states  that  major  impediments  to  reducing  emissions  include  the 
public’s  failure  to  understand  the  sources  of  the  problem  and  the  role  that  each  individual  must 
play  in  contributing  to  the  solution.  This  failed  understanding  results  in  peoples’  unwillingness 
to  change  their  behavior  in  order  to  reduce  emissions.  The  general  public  may  not  be  convinced 
or  sufficiently  concerned  that  climate  change  is  real,  is  now,  and  will  profoundly  affect  our  lives 
and  the  lives  of  our  children,  grandchildren,  and  all  future  generations. 

Until  recently  most  people  had  no  idea  that  their  tailpipe  emissions  or  lawn  mowers  would  have 
an  impact  on  future  generations.  John  Lanchester  writes  in  the  March  22,  2007,  London  Review 
of  Books , that  even  the  people  who  feel  most  strongly  about  climate  change  on  some  level  cannot 
quite  bring  themselves  to  believe  in  it,  or  have  a strong  degree  of  psychological  resistance  to  the 
subject,  or  do  not  want  to  think  about  it. 

But  the  Department  of  Environment  is  committed  to  dramatically  reducing  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  in  the  City,  and  is  committed  to  convincing  us  of  the  role  that  each  of  us  must  play. 

Finding  Ala.  Climate  change  caused  by  greenhouse  gas  emissions  is  an  urgent  problem 
calling  for  efforts  by  the  public  to  reduce,  individually  and  collectively,  our  carbon  footprint. 

Finding  Alb.  The  Department  of  Environment  has  many  basic  education  programs  that 
could  be  expanded,  with  more  outreach,  to  convince  the  public  that  each  individual  has  a role 
in  reducing  the  City’s  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Recommendation  Ala.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  take  the  lead  in 
identifying  resources  necessary  to  foster  the  culture  change  in  the  City  needed  to  fully 
address  the  issue  of  climate  change;  it  should  increase  outreach  and  education  activities. 
Posters  should  be  plabed  in  all  public  locations,  including  schools  and  buses.  The 
Department  should  encourage  City  utilities  and  phone  companies  to  include  environmental 
brochures  in  regular  mailings  to  consumers. 

Recommendation  Alb.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  have  booths  at 
street  fairs  and  other  events  in  the  City  to  educate  attendees  about  climate  change,  using 
student  interns  or  other  volunteers.  The  Mayor  should  declare  a “Global  Warming  Heads  Up 
Day”  featuring  free  showings  of  A1  Gore‘s  documentary,  “An  Inconvenient  Truth,”  in  City 
parks  and  theatres.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  partner  with  PG&E  to  give 


complementary  fluorescent  light  bulbs  to  attendees.  Copies  of  the  film  should  also  be 
provided  to  schools,  churches  and  other  organizations  for  fundraisers  and  other  events. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


B.  TRANSPORTATION 


Bl)  Transit  First  Policy: 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of  public  transit  as 
an  alternative  to  driving. 

According  to  statistics  from  San  Francisco’s  Climate  Action  Plan,  the  transportation  sector 
(public  and  private)  accounts  for  approximately  50  percent  of  San  Francisco’s  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  (p.  ES-5).  The  best  ways  to  reduce  emissions  are  to  increase  the  use  of  Clean  Air 
Vehicles  (CAVs),  reduce  use  of  polluting  vehicles,  and  increase  use  of  public  transit  (Table  1, 
page  38). 

In  November  1999,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  officially  declared  itself  a “Transit  First”  City, 
adopting  San  Francisco  Charter  Article  XVI:  Section  16.102,  with  a goal  to  reduce  emissions  by 
getting  people  out  of  cars  and  onto  less-polluting  public  transit  (San  Francisco  Chronicle, 
8/23/99).  This  policy  includes  the  following  statements  of  principles: 

• Public  transit  must  be  an  attractive  alternative  to  travel  by  car. 

• Parking  policies  must  be  designed  to  encourage  use  of  public  transit. 

• Reducing  congestion  depends  on  the  adequacy  of  regional  public  transportation. 

In  a March  2006  report,20  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA)  states 
that,  “Despite  being  a Transit  First  City  for  many  years,  the  automobile  is  still  the  predominant 
mode  of  travel  on  San  Francisco’s  transportation  network. ...  As  in  many  large  urbanized  areas 
in  the  U.S.,  traffic  congestion  is  getting  worse  in  San  Francisco  and  the  surrounding  areas, 
threatening  the  mobility  of  the  city  and  its  overall  quality  of  life  and  economic  vitality.” 

In  response  to  the  2006  report,  the  MTA  embarked  on  an  18-month  study  called  the  San 
Francisco  Transit  Effectiveness  Project  (SFTEP  2006), 21  jointly  undertaken  with  the  Controller’s 
Office,  to  review  the  existing  Muni  system,  in  order  to  evaluate  how  well  the  network  serves 
riders  today  and  why  some  do  not  use  it  at  all.  Through  this  study  the  MTA  hopes  to  improve 
Muni’s  performance  by  developing  a plan  that  clearly  articulates  strategies  and  resources,  with 
the  ultimate  goal  of  making  San  Francisco  a true  Transit  First  city. 


San  Francisco  Congestion  Pricing  and  Mobility  Study,  www.sfcta.org/content/view/208/ 1/ 
www.sftep.org 


The  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  projects  that  “under  current 
policies  and  practices,  there  will  be  approximately  269,000  new  vehicle  trips  beginning  or  ending 
in  San  Francisco  each  day  by  the  year  2025,  a 9.6  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  cars 
traveling  on  existing  city  streets.”  (2006  SPUR  Report,  Footnote  9,  page  10) 

SFTEP’s  briefing  binder  states  that  Muni  is  more  cost-effective  per  passenger  trip  than  that  of 
most  world  cities,  but  is  still  not  able  to  successfully  compete  with  the  automobile,  and 
highlights  the  problems  impeding  the  goal  of  increased  use  of  public  transportation: 

• Muni  buses  run  a little  more  slowly  each  year  as  other  vehicle  traffic  increases.  Muni 
now  averages  about  eight  miles/hour  (Highlights  p.  8). 

• Transit  travel  times  are  three  times  auto  travel  times  (p.A28). 

• Total  trips  to  and  within  San  Francisco  now  total  about  4.5  million  per  day,  with  only 
17%  made  on  transit  (p.  3). 

• Since  1970,  San  Francisco  households  without  a vehicle  decreased  from  38%  to  28% 

(p.  6-3). 

• Auto  trips  in  the  Bay  Area  have  increased  much  faster  than  transit  trips.  The  MTA 
expects  this  trend  to  continue  (p.  3-5). 

• Muni  ridership  declined  steadily  from  1985  to  1995  and  since  then  has  remained 
essentially  flat.  (p.  6-2). 

Finding  Bla.  San  Francisco  is  not  meeting  the  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the 
use  of  public  transportation  and  discouraging  use  of  private  vehicles. 

Finding  Bib.  Muni  is  more  cost-effective  per  passenger  trip  than  most  transit  systems. 

Finding  Blc.  Muni  does  not  presently  provide  the  kind  of  service  that  encourages  people  to 
take  public  transit.  Large  segments  of  the  driving  public  are  yet  to  be  convinced  to  leave 
their  cars  at  home  or  to  adopt  an  automobile-free  lifestyle. 

Finding  Bid.  Latest  statistics  show  that  little  progress  has  been  made  in  increasing  Muni 
ridership.  The  total  number  of  annual  vehicle  trips  to  and  within  San  Francisco  increases 
while  Muni’s  ridership  stays  essentially  flat.  Thus  the  goal  to  make  San  Francisco  a Transit 
First  City  remains  elusive. 

Recommendation  Bla.  The  MTA  Board,  while  seeking  short  and  long-term 
system-wide  Muni  improvements  in  speed  and  reliability,  should  establish  periodic  goals  for 
increasing  the  percentage  of  ridership  using  public  transit  and  detail  steps  to  be  taken  to 
achieve  these  goals. 
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Recommendation  Bib.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  engineers 
should  consider  ways  to  speed  up  Muni  buses,  such  as  further  restricting  left  turns  on  bus 
routes  during  rush  hour,  making  major  streets  one-way,  giving  signal  preemption  to  bus 
drivers  to  increase  transit  speed,  and  other  transit-friendly  steps. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  Board, 
The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 

The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


B2)  Muni  Fleet 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of  clean  air 
vehicles  and  improve  fleet  efficiency. 

According  to  Board  of  Supervisors  President  Aaron  Peskin,  “Muni’s  diesel  exhaust-belching 
buses  are  responsible  for  half  the  carbon  emissions  produced  in  the  City”  (S.F.  Chronicle 
05/22/07). 

A regulation  passed  in  Feb  2000  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB),  which  sets  air 
standards  for  the  state,  required  public  transit  agencies  to  reduce  emissions  (Martin  2007), 
mandating  that  all  cities  phase  out  old  diesel  buses  by  2006,  and  approving  new  hybrid-electric 
diesel  buses  as  meeting  the  new  standards  (Hess  2005).  Some  agencies  have  used  alternative 
fuels;  some  have  bought  new  buses  with  cleaner-running  engines  or  refitted  old  ones;  and  others 
have  used  a combination  of  measures.  A San  Francisco  ballot  initiative,  Proposition  I of  2004, 
required  Muni  to  replace  all  of  its  pre-1991  polluting  diesels  with  cleaner  buses. 

According  to  a Muni  spokesperson,  the  agency  is  moving  forward  with  a plan  to  reduce  Muni’s 
emissions  by: 

• Replacing  the  oldest  diesels  with  alternative  fuel  buses  and  moving  toward  fleet- wide  use 
of  electric  drive  vehicles; 

• Reducing  emissions  from  new  and  existing  diesels  through  advanced  emissions  reduction 
technologies,  cleaner  fuel  and  revised  service  plans;  and 

• Moving  toward  a goal  of  1 00%  zero  emission  vehicles  by  2020. 

More  than  half  of  the  1,069  vehicles  in  Muni’s  existing  transit  fleet  are  now  powered  by 
electricity  - including  electric  buses,  trolleys,  streetcars  and  cable  cars.  A decision  has  been 
made  to  replace  the  old  diesel  buses  with  the  much  cleaner  hybrid-diesels  costing  almost 
$500,000  each.  The  first  two  buses  went  into  service  in  April  2007  and  Muni  expects  86  of  these 
buses  to  be  added  to  Muni’s  fleet  during  the  remainder  of  2007,  with  more  to  follow  (Gordon 
2007a).  Additional  training  will  be  required  to  qualify  drivers  to  drive  these  new  buses,  and  to 
educate  workers  for  maintenance  and  repair  of  new  technology. 
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San  Francisco’s  Environment  Code,  Chapter  4,  approved  in  2003,  also  mandates  the  purchase  of 
alternative  fuel  vehicles  (AFVs)22  for  the  City’s  automobile  fleet.  Muni  has  reduced  its  auto  fleet 
by  one-third  and  has  initiated  a pool  car  program  for  managers  and  supervisors. 

Finding  B2a.  Muni’s  remaining  non-electric  diesel  buses  are  highly  polluting  vehicles. 

Finding  B2b.  Muni  is  now  phasing  out  old  polluting  buses  and  cars  and  replacing  them  with 
cleaner  vehicles,  with  plans  to  be  emissions  free  by  2020. 

Finding  B2c.  Because  of  the  extensive  use  of  electrically  powered  transit  vehicles  and  the 
program  to  replace  older  diesel  buses  with  diesel-hybrid  powered  buses,  Muni  is  far  more 
emissions  efficient  than  many  North  American  transit  systems. 

Recommendation  B2a.  Muni  should  report  to  the  MTA  Board  on  a quarterly  basis 
the  implementation  status  of  the  new  diesel-electric  hybrid  buses.  This  report  should  include 
a schedule  for  the  procurement,  receipt,  testing  and  acceptance,  as  well  as  the  date  that 
individual  buses  were  placed  in  service.  It  should  also  include  the  number  of  older  diesel 
buses  that  are  retired  from  service.  This  information  should  be  included  in  Muni’s  annual 
report 

Recommendation  B2b.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  Board,  the  Mayor 
and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  approve  sufficient  funds  for  maintenance  and  operations 
staffing  needs,  materials  management  requirements  and  training  and  code  compliance 
activities. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
The  Municipal  Railway, 

Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 


B3)  Muni  Funding 


to  ta&qu  ' »fb 


To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goals  of  increasing  the  use  of public  transit 
as  an  alternative  to  driving  and  to  increase  the  use  of  clean  air  vehicles. 


One  of  the  principal  barriers  to  being  a transit  first  City  is  the  high  cost  of  transit,  both  to  the  City 
and  to  the  rider.  Options  have  been  evaluated  by  the  City  to  increase  funding  for  transit  without 
raising  fares,  but  so  far  no  economically  and  politically  attractive  options  have  been  found.  In 
the  budget  process  for  the  coming  year,  the  Governor  of  California  has  proposed  reducing  funds 


Low  EmissionVehicles  (LEVs)  or  Zero  Emission  Vehicles  (ZEVs). 
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for  public  transit,  moving  more  funds  toward  highway  funding  (Gordon  2007c).  This  would 
have  a negative  impact  on  Muni’s  ability  to  meet  Transit  First  requirements  (Calpirg  2007). 

As  stated  in  a 2006  report  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association 
(SPUR),  a San  Francisco  civic  think  tank,  “Muni’s  expenses  are  outpacing  revenue.  The  system 
has  raised  fares  twice  in  the  previous  two  years  and  cut  back  service. . . . Through  2015  Muni 
must  find  a total  of  between  $284  and  $929  million  in  new  revenue.”  The  chart  below  shows 
these  estimates  for  additional  revenue  for  fiscal  years  through  2015,  assuming  best-case,  mid- 
point and  worst-case  scenarios. 

Initial  targets  for  annual  revenue  Muni  will  need  from  2007  to  2015 
stated  in  millions  of  dollars* 


Fiscal  Year 

06- 

07 

07- 

08 

08- 

09 

09- 

10 

to- 

il 

11- 

12 

12- 

13 

13- 

14 

14- 

15 

Total 

Best-Case 

Scenario 

5 

30 

36 

22 

28 

43 

30 

41 

51 

284 

Mid-point 

Scenario 

20 

38 

54 

50 

67 

83 

79 

96 

118 

605 

Worst-case 

Scenario 

35 

50 

74 

79 

103 

123 

128 

153 

184 

929 

♦Source:  These  figures  are  based  on  Metropolitan  Transit  Commission  projections  for  the  region  and  mode  splits 
calculated  using  the  year  2000  Bay  Area  Travel  Survey. 


SPUR  estimates  that  even  if  Muni  drastically  improves  its  productivity,  it  will  still  need  an 
estimated  $284  million  in  additional  revenue  in  the  next  ten  years.  Board  of  Supervisors 
President  Aaron  Peskin  is  quoted  as  saying  that,  “The  agency  needs  at  least  $100  million  more  a 
year  than  the  $668  million  it  now  receives  to  meet  the  public’s  demand  for  a first-rate  transit 
system”  (Peskin  2007).  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  has  asked  a group  of  financial  and  transportation 
professionals  to  provide  an  assessment  of  San  Francisco’s  transit  system  with  the  goal  of  finding 
new  revenue  to  improve  service  (Gordon  2007b). 

It  is  clear  that  new  sources  of  funding  are  needed.  Specific  taxes  dedicated  to  Muni  would  have 
to  be  approved  by  a two-thirds  vote  of  the  electorate.  Specific  assessments  dedicated  to  Muni 
must  be  approved  by  a majority  vote.  Fees  dedicated  to  Muni  (such  as  user  fees  and  impact23 
mitigation  fees)  do  not  require  voter  approval  (Spur  2006,  p.  9).  The  additional  funding  needed 
for  Muni  is  required  to  lessen  the  impact  of  the  City’s  current  transportation  system  on  eCC>2 
emissions. 

One  funding  option  under  consideration  is  congestion  pricing.  The  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA),  in  a May  2007  study  called  “Mobility,  Access  and  Pricing,” 
assesses  the  technical  merit  and  public  perception  of  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  charging  a fee  to 
drive  on  San  Francisco’s  most  congested  routes  at  the  most  congested  times.24  Congestion 
pricing  is  now  in  effect  in  Singapore,  London,  Stockholm  and  other  world  cities,  and  is  being 


San  Francisco  Business  Times,  05/05/06:  Transit  Chiefs  threaten  a tax  on  downtown  (Young,  2006) 
San  Francisco  Mobility,  Access  & Pricing  Study,  www.sfcta.org/mobility 
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proposed  by  Mayor  Michael  Bloomberg  for  New  York  City  (see  Appendix  #4,  p.  47).  The 
underlying  principle  prices  car  travel  for  its  true  cost,  factoring  in  such  variables  as  emissions 
and  use  of  infrastructure,  while  providing  funds  for  and  increasing  use  of  public  transit.  The 
SFCTA,  in  its  2007  report  (p.  2-11,  exhibit  2-29),  estimates  the  annual  cost  of  delay  in  San 
Francisco  (time  lost  by  the  traveler  and  fuel  consumption  costs)  at  $2.3  billion. 

Finding  B3a.  Transit  First  cannot  be  a realized  goal  for  San  Francisco  given  the  present 
funding  and  systemic  problems. 

Finding  B3b.  The  proposed  reduction  in  funding  for  local  transit  by  the  Governor  of 
California  would  significantly  impact  Muni’s  efforts  to  increase  ridership. 

Finding  B3c.  Any  increase  in  Muni  fares  would  be  a disincentive  for  people  to  use  public 
transit  as  an  alternative  to  the  automobile,  the  latter  being  more  convenient  but  more 
polluting  than  transit.  On  the  other  hand,  vehicle-related  impact  fees  have  the  potential  to  do 
the  opposite  — discourage  the  use  of  the  automobile  in  favor  of  public  transit. 

Finding  B3d.  In  order  to  maintain  its  transit- first  policy  and  to  increase  transit  efficiency, 
the  City  needs  to  find  sources  of  additional  funding  for  Muni,  since  present  funding 
mechanisms  will  not  cover  the  current  or  projected  shortfalls.  Potential  funding  could 
include  congestion  pricing  (charging  motorists  to  enter  the  central,  more  congested,  parts  of 
the  City)  or  local  motor  vehicle-related  impact  fees. 

Recommendation  B3a.  The  San  Francisco  State  Legislation  Committee25  should 
lobby  State  lawmakers  to  maintain  a baseline  level  of  funding  for  local  transit. 

Recommendation  B3b.  The  San  Francisco  State  Legislation  Committee  should 
lobby  State  lawmakers  to  pass  legislation  for  a California  Department  of  Motor  Vehicle 
tiered  tax  based  on  vehicle  emissions  to  provide  additional  revenues  for  transit  rather  than 
highways. 

Recommendation  B3c.  The  San  Francisco  State  Legislation  Committee  should 
lobby  State  lawmakers  for  legislation  enabling  cities  to  assess  a local  motor  vehicle  tax  based 
on  vehicle  emissions  to  provide  additional  revenues  for  transit. 

Recommendation  B3d.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  with  cooperation 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor,  should  continue  to  pursue  additional  funding  for 
Muni  operations;  avoid,  if  possible,  raising  fares;  and  consider  all  other  funding  options  such 
as  congestion  pricing. 

Recommendation  B3e.  If  actions  planned  by  the  City  do  not  appear  feasible  or  if 
those  actions  appear  insufficient  to  meet  San  Francisco’s  emission-reduction  goals,  the  City 


25  The  State  Legislation  Committee  is  directed  by  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (Article  III,  sections  5.5  - 
5.11)  to  make  recommendations  for  endorsement,  opposition,  or  neutrality  with  respect  to  legislation  pending 
before  the  State  Legislature  that  would  affect  the  City  and  County. 
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should  consider  more  radical  solutions  such  as  greatly-reduced  transit  fares  combined  with 
new  sources  of  funding  for  transit,  and  a high-priority  program  to  encourage  clean  vehicles 
for  all  uses,  municipal,  business  and  personal. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
The  S.  F.  State  Legislation  Committee, 
Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days) 


B4)  Muni  Sneed 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of  public  transit  as 
an  alternative  to  driving. 

One  of  the  principal  barriers  to  being  a Transit  First  City  is  the  convenience  inherent  in  driving 
one’s  own  car  as  opposed  to  the  inconvenience  of  walking  some  distance  and  accommodating 
oneself  to  the  uncertain  schedule  of  the  transit  system,  sacrificing  precious  personal  time. 

On  some  routes,  Muni  stops  too  frequently.  The  popularity  of  the  heavily-traveled  Geary 
Limited,  the  stops  of  which  are  spaced  farther  apart,  shows  that  riders  will  walk  farther  to  or 
from  the  bus  stop  if  their  transit  trip  is  faster. 

Many  proponents  of  rapid  transit,  including  SPUR  and  Rescue  Muni,  have  proposed  several 
steps  to  increase  Muni’s  speed  and  effectiveness. 

• Improve  stop  spacing  as  the  cheapest  and  easiest  way  to  speed  buses  and  increase  ridership; 

• Increase  the  speed  of  boarding  passengers  with  increased  use  of  prepaid  fares; 

• Expand  proof-of-payment  alternatives  so  that  people  can  board  through  both  doors  of  buses; 

• Add  bus  bulbs  so  that  buses  do  not  have  to  pull  in  and  out  of  stops; 

• Install  traffic  signals  that  stay  green  for  a few  extra  seconds  when  a bus  approaches; 

• Increase  the  number  of  transit  vehicles  on  primary  corridors; 

• Restrict  left  turns  along  bus  routes  during  rush  hours; 

• Add  more  transit-only  lanes. 


In  2003  voters  approved  a one-half  cent  transportation  infrastructure  sales  tax,  to  be  used  for 
major  projects  such  as  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT).  The  Geary  and  Van  Ness  BRT  studies,  being 
led  by  the  SFCTA,26  with  MTA,  Planning,  Public  Works  and  Golden  Gate  Transit,27  are 


26  The  SFCTA  administers  and  oversees  the  delivery  of  the  Prop  K half-cent  local  transportation  sales  tax  program 
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evaluating  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  improved  transit  designs  on  major  traffic  thoroughfares.28 
According  to  MTA,  these  are  the  most  heavily  used  transit  corridors  in  the  northern  part  of  San 
Francisco.  Anticipated  improvements,  such  as  dedicated  bus  lanes  and  high-quality  bus  shelters, 
are  being  considered  to  improve  service  for  existing  riders,  attract  new  transit  riders,  and  prevent 
increased  auto  congestion.  Initial  results  of  the  study  predict  an  increase  in  speed  of  about  30% 
on  these  routes. 


Finding  B4a.  Professional  planners  predict  that  the  proposed  BRT  improvements  on  Geary 
and  Van  Ness  Corridors,  with  bus-only  lanes,  signal  preemption  for  transit,  and  other 
improvements,  will  increase  transit  vehicle  speed,  reliability  and  comfort  and  will  increase 
the  use  of  public  transit  servicing  these  areas. 


Finding  B4b.  San  Francisco  public  interest  groups  involved  in  public  transit  have  proposed 
a number  of  improvements  which  would  increase  Muni’s  speed  and  effectiveness  and 
improve  ridership. 


Recommendation  B4a.  For  high  traffic  transit  corridors,  such  as  Geary  Boulevard 
and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  should  complete  environmental 
impact  studies  for  the  proposed  Bus  Rapid  Transit  system  with  the  goal  of  putting  these  BRT 
improvements  into  operation  as  soon  as  possible  to  increase  speed  and  ridership. 

Recommendation  B4b.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  should  develop 
more  ways  to  increase  speed  and  effectiveness  of  Muni  on  all  routes,  such  as:  improved  stop 
spacing;  increased  use  of  prepaid  fares;  other  proof-of-payment  alternatives;  more  bus  bulbs; 
signal  preemption;  more  buses  on  primary  corridors;  restricted  left  turns  for  non-transit 
vehicles;  and  additional  transit-only  lanes. 


Responses  required  from 


Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


B5)  Commuter  Options 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  supporting  trip  reduction  through 
employee-based  programs. 

. J/rSt  Jib};.  nGCiy.ff&v  . 

Other  Muni  projects  have  been  installed  to  attract  more  riders.  For  instance,  NextMuni  is  a 
recently-implemented  computerized  system  that  uses  Global  Positional  System  (GPS) 
technology  to  track  the  movement  of  Muni  vehicles  to  predict  their  arrival  times,  and  posts  that 
information  on  line  or  on  electronic  displays  at  Metro  stations  and  some  bus  shelters.  Schedule 


and  New  Expenditure  Plan,  which  was  passed  by  75%  of  San  Francisco  voters  in  November  2003.  The  Authority 
was  created  in  1989  to  administer  Prop  K's  predecessor,  the  Prop  B half-cent  transportation  sales  tax  program,  which 
began  in  1990  and  continued  until  it  was  superseded  by  Prop  K. 

27  Traffic  Committee  Interim  Report,  March  12,  2007. 

28  http://www.sfcta.org/geary,  http://www.sfcta.org/vanness 
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information  provided  allows  passengers  to  better  plan  their  public  transit  travel  routes.  The 
NextMuni  system  will  soon  be  available  on  all  routes.29 

Many  incentives  have  been  provided  by  Bay  Area  employers  to  encourage  use  of  commuting 
options  other  than  driving  to  work  alone.  These  include:  free  transit  passes;  van  and  car  pool; 
guaranteed  ride  home;  free  shuttle  service  to  and  from  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART);  bicycle 
parking;  showers  and  lockers  for  bicyclists;  telecommuting;  and  compressed  work  week.  The 
following  “clean  air”  programs  are  already  in  effect:30 

• Pre-tax  Commuter  Benefits  Program:  Enrollees  save  up  to  40  percent  on  transit  cost; 

• Guaranteed  Ride  Home  Program:  In  the  event  of  an  emergency,  provides  employees  of  the 
City  a free  and  prompt  ride  to  a suitable  destination  such  as  home,  the  hospital,  the  home  of  a 
relative  or  their  child’s  school; 

• City  Bicycle  Fleet  for  on-the-job  vehicles:  over  300  bicycles  have  been  procured  for  various 
City  departments; 

• The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  is  continuing  to  review  and  make  recommendations  to 
increase  the  number  of  bicycle  lanes,  routes  and  paths,  parking  facilities  and  access  to  transit; 

• Most  City  departments  and  many  private  employers  allow  employees  to  work  a compressed 
work  week; 

• The  City’s  first  telecommuting  program  was  launched  in  2005. 

Finding  B5.  The  City  has  provided  several  commuter  options  for  reducing  automobile  use 
and  thus  reducing  emissions. 

Recommendation  B5a.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  Environment,  should  improve  informational  campaigns  to  encourage 
all  employees,  whether  public  or  private,  to  take  public  transportation  to  work,  and  should 
promote  the  Muni  Fast  Pass  to  increase  ridership. 

Recommendation  B5b.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  Environment,  should  improve  incentive  programs  to  encourage  City 
employees  to  participate  in  transit-related,  Pre-Tax  Commuter  Benefit  Programs. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


29  . 
www.nextmum.com 

30  www.sfenvironment.org 
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B6)  Private  Vehicles 


To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of  clean  air 
vehicles  and  improving  fleet  efficiency. 

A new  “Clean  Car  Discount  Plan,”  Assembly  Bill  493  (AB493),  is  working  its  way  through  the 
State  Assembly  and  has  won  approval  from  the  State  Transportation  Committee.  This  bill  would 
give  significant  rebates  to  drivers  who  buy  clean-running  vehicles.  Rebates  would  be  funded 
with  a one-time  charge  on  the  purchase  of  new  high-emission  autos.  Starting  in  201 1,  regulators 
would  rank  every  new  car  and  light  truck  model  by  how  much  carbon  it  emits  and  reward  or 
penalize  buyers  depending  on  their  choices  (San  Jose  Mercury  News  editorials  2007). 

In  particular,  commercial  fleet  vehicles  are  usually  heavy  vehicles  with  poor  gas  mileage 
characteristics  and  are  significant  contributors  to  greenhouse  gases. 

Hybrids  are  now  available  and  becoming  increasingly  popular.  While  a gasoline-powered  sports 
utility  vehicle  (SUV)  gets  about  17  miles  per  gallon  and  a compact  sedan  gets  32,  a hybrid 
averages  50  miles  per  gallon,  bringing  about  a substantial  reduction  in  greenhouse  gases. 

Finding  B6a.  State  AB493  would  encourage  consumers  to  buy  clean  vehicles  and  push 
manufacturers  to  make  them.  San  Franciscans  could  ultimately  benefit  from  State  laws 
allowing  rebates  or  tax  credits  for  replacement  of  high  emission  with  low  emission  vehicles. 

Finding  B6b.  Commercial  fleet  vehicles  in  San  Francisco,  with  poor  gas  mileage 
characteristics,  constitute  a significant  source  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Recommendation  B6a.  The  San  Francisco  State  Legislation  Committee  should 
lobby  State  lawmakers  to  pass  AB493,  which  would  give  significant  rebates  to  drivers  who 
buy  clean-running  cars,  to  be  funded  with  a one-time  charge  on  purchase  of  new  high- 
emission  autos. 

Recommendation  B6b.  The  Mayor  should  urge  commercial  entities  with  fleets 
servicing  the  City  to  change  to  cleaner  alternative  fuels. 

Recommendation  B6c.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  establish  regulations  and 
fees  for  commercial  fleets  serving  the  City  that  do  not  convert  to  alternative  fuels  by  2012. 

Recommendation  B6d.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  consider  a tax-reduction 
or  fee-reduction  alternative,  such  as  rebate  of  part  of  the  annual  business  license  fee,  for  any 
business  that  demonstrates  purchase  of  a low-emission  vehicle. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  S.F.  State  Legislation  Committee, 
Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 
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B7)  Plug-in  Vehicles' 


To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of  clean  air 
vehicles  and  improving  fleet  efficiency. 

Electric  vehicles,  at  one  time  abandoned  by  the  American  automobile  companies  as  not 
sufficiently  profitable,  may  soon  become  commercially  available  in  the  form  of  plug-in  hybrid 
electric  vehicles  (PHEVs),  hybrids  with  larger,  rechargeable  batteries  that  can  be  plugged  in  to 
use  clean,  cheap  domestic  electricity.  The  technology  has  been  successfully  developed,  and  kits 
are  available  to  convert  hybrid  vehicles  into  PHEVs.  A plug-in  hybrid  can  get  over  100  miles 
per  gallon  of  gasoline  plus  a small  amount  of  electricity  (Litman  1999). 

A California  organization  called  CalCars  describes  it  this  way,  “A  PHEV  is  essentially  a regular 
hybrid  with  an  extension  cord.  You  can  fill  it  up  at  the  gas  station,  and  you  can  plug  it  in  to  any 
120-volt  outlet.  It’s  like  having  a second  fuel  tank  that  you  always  use  first  — only  you  fill  it  up 
at  home  at  an  equivalent  cost  of  under  $ 1/gallon.”32 

As  battery  technology  progresses,  totally  electric  cars  may  come  on  the  market  as  well.  Electric 
cars  emit  less  than  plug-in  hybrids,  which  emit  less  than  hybrids,  which  emit  less  than 
conventional  cars.  Electric  vehicles  can  provide  substantial  reduction  of  greenhouse  gases, 
particularly  in  California,  because  of  the  relatively  clean  electric  power  mix  in  the  State  (Litman 
1999). 

Plug-in  Bay  Area  is  a chapter  of  Plug-in  Partners,  a national  grassroots  initiative  that  is 
demonstrating  to  automakers  that  a growing  market  is  asking  for  the  production  of  PHEVs. 
Plug-in  Bay  Area  is  working  to  familiarize  Bay  Area  governments  with  this  technology,  so  they 
can  promote  it  by  joining  the  Plug-in  Partners’  national  campaign,  placing  “soft”  fleet  orders, 3:1 
adopting  supportive  resolutions,  putting  in  place  demonstration  projects,  and  creating  incentives 
to  support  the  development  of  this  technology.34 

With  this  commitment,  AutoNation  joins  a national  initiative  intended  to  demonstrate  to 
automakers  the  burgeoning  demand  for  plug-in  vehicles,  which  are  capable  of  100+  miles  per 
gallon.  The  non-profit  organization  Plug-In  Partners  was  formed  in  2006  with  the  aim  of 
procuring  soft  fleet  orders  around  the  country.  To  date,  Plug-In  Partners  has  formed  partnerships 
with  nearly  60  cities  and  counties  - including  Los  Angeles,  Dallas,  Boston,  Philadelphia, 
Chicago,  San  Francisco,  Baltimore  and  Phoenix  - as  well. 


31  www.pluginamerica.com 

32  CalCars:  The  California  Cars  Initiative  ~ 100+  MPG  Hybrids.  All  About  Plug-In  Hybrids  (PHEVs). 
http://www.calcars.org/vehicles.html 

A soft  order  is  a commitment  from  an  individual,  business,  or  unit  of  government  to  purchase  a PHEV  once  the 
ultra-efficient  vehicles  become  commercially  available. 
www.pluginbayarea.org 
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Although  cities  will  not  be  able  to  switch  their  fleets  over  until  automakers  commit  to  producing 
the  cars,  cities  can  sign  a petition  to  automakers  or  can  submit  “soft”  orders  to  demonstrate  then- 
preference  for  higher  fuel-efficiency  and  cleaner  vehicles  (See  Appendix  #5  p.  48,  PHEV  Fleet 
Order  Form).  Marin  County  has  placed  a fleet  order  for  these  vehicles,  as  has  Palo  Alto.35 

A new  technology,  called  vehicle  to  grid  (V2G),  will  permit  plug-in  vehicles  to  feed  power  back 
to  the  grid.  Car  batteries  will  be  charged  from  solar  panels  or  from  the  grid  during  off-peak 
hours36  and  then  sent  back  to  the  grid  during  peak  load.  Wide  use  of  cars  and  trucks  with  V2G 
technology  could  generate  enough  power  to  substantially  reduce  the  need  for  central  power 
generation  capacity  (Electric  Power  Research  Institute  2004). 

Plug-in  vehicles  will  need  charging  bays.  Through  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code,  the 
City  has  been  proactive  in  foreseeing  the  infrastructure  necessary  to  accommodate  low  emission 
PHEVs. 


Chapter  4,  Sec.  405,  of  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  (Ord.  171-03,  App.  07/03/03) 
required  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  (DBI)  to  implement  a pilot  program  to  install  a total  of  fifty  public  access, 
dedicated  electric  charging  bays  in  at  least  six  City-owned  garages,  parking  lots,  and/or  other 
sites  accessible  to  the  public.  It  also  required  the  DPT,  in  cooperation  with  the  Clean  Air 
Program,  to  develop  a plan  for  creating  a comprehensive  electric  charging  infrastructure  for 
electric  vehicles  in  the  City,  including: 

• A market  demand  assessment  of  electric  charging  infrastructure 

• An  assessment  of  public  and  private  funding  options,  and 

• Tax-based  or  other  incentive  programs  to  encourage  installation  of  electric  charging  bays  in 
privately-owned  parking  facilities. 


Twenty-seven  electric  charging  bays  were  installed  by  DPT  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
Department  of  Environment.  Some  are  being  used  by  City  electric  vehicles.  But  according  to 
DPT,  the  parking  bay  program  was  not  continued  because  of  inadequate  public  demand. 


Finding  B7a.  By  placing  “soft  orders”  for  plug-in  vehicles,  communities  and  business 
organizations  can  create  incentives  for  the  commercial  development  of  this  technology, 
which  can  be  effective  in  reducing  demand  for  transportation  energy  and  resulting 
greenhouse  gases. 

Finding  B7b.  As  the  technology  improves  and  market  demand  increases  for  electric 
vehicles,  especially  for  low-emission  plug-in  hybrids,  the  need  for  the  supporting 
infrastructure  in  garages  will  once  again  become  necessary. 

Recommendation  B7a.  The  General  Services  Agency  (GSA)  and  the  Office  of  the 
Mayor  should  collaborate  to  put  in  “soft”  orders  for  plug-in  vehicles  for  the  City’s 


Rainforest  Action  Network  , Spring  2007,  page  5. 

36  PG&E  charges  commercial  entities  a higher  price  per  kilowatt  hour  during  daytime  peak  hours.  “Peak  pricing” 
now  applies  to  some  residential  consumers  as  well. 
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automobile  fleet 


Recommendation  B7b.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  encourage  city 
businesses.,  working  through  Plug-in  Bay  Area,  to  put  in  “soft”  orders  for  plug-in  vehicles 
and  join  a city-by-city  campaign  to  create  incentives  for  the  automotive  companies  to  quickly 
put  this  technolog}7  into  production  (order  form  in  Appendix  #5,  p.  48). 

Recommendation  B7c.  The  Departments  of  Planning.  Parking  and  Traffic  and  die 
Parking  Authority,  consistent  with  the  requirements  legislated  in  the  San  Francisco 
Environment  Code,  should  at  regular  intervals  perform  a market  demand  assessment  for 
publicly  accessible  electric  charging  bays  in  City-owned  garages  and  be  ready  to  provide 
access  to  outlets  for  the  plug-in  hybrids  and  electric  vehicles  when  they  come  on  the  marker 

Recommendation  B7d.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  develop  regulations  requiring  electrical  outlets  for  plug-in  vehicles  in  the  construction 
of  new7  apartments  and  condominiums  with  garages. 

Recommendation  B7e.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  keep  the  public 
informed  of  the  status  of  the  development  and  availability  of  plug-in  hybrids  and  electric 
vehicles  as  they  become  commercially  available,  and  of  the  sources  and  availability  of  kits  to 
convert  hybrids  into  plug-in  hybrids.  They  should  also  keep  the  public  updated  on  the 
locations  of  charging  bays  in  public  garages. 


Responses  required  from 


The  General  Services  Agency. 

The  Department  of  Environment, 

The  Department  of  Planning. 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 
The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 
The  Parking  Authority  (60  days). 


B8)  Taxis 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of  clean  air 
chicles  and  improving  fleet  efficiency  . 

The  number  of  taxis  legally  sanctioned  to  drive  in  San  Francisco  is  1,431.  These  vehicles  are 
largely  Ford  Crown  Victorias,  major  users  of  fossil  fuels,  each  on  the  road  up  to  24  hours  per 
day.  The  Taxi  Commission  estimates  that  a normal  taxi  travels  75,000  miles  per  year  and  emits 
50  tons  of  greenhouse  gas,  resulting  in  a total  for  the  entire  taxi  fleet  of  between  40.000  and 
70.000  tons  per  year. 

On  June  12, 2007.  the  Taxi  Commission  passed  a resolution,  urged  by  the  Department  of 
Environment  and  supported  by  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom,  to  reduce  its  total  emissions  by  50% 
from  current  levels  and  20%  from  1990  levels  by  2011.  and  resolved  further  to  offset  the  total 


21 


amount  of  greenhouse  gas  produced  by  the  taxi  fleet  with  an  equal  amount  of  renewable  energy 
or  energy  efficiency.  Starting  in  September  2007,  the  Taxi  Commission  will  develop  a green 
taxi  vehicle  guide,  listing  the  cleanest  vehicles  available  that  are  suitable  for  use  as  taxis.  The 
resolution  calls  for  a total  switch  to  zero  emission  vehicles  by  2020.  This  is  similar  to  a program 
recently  proposed  by  Mayor  Michael  Bloomberg  of  New  York  City. 

Changing  from  traditional  frill  size  American  automobiles  will  be  a substantial  change  for  the 
major  cab  fleets,  which  have  been  testing  different  models  to  determine  which  hybrids  might 
best  meet  the  needs  of  spaciousness,  safety  and  accessibility  for  the  disabled,  while  lowering  gas 
mileage  and  harmful  emissions. 

Several  cab  companies  in  the  City  have  already  started  using  hybrids.  A small  new  company 
called  Green  Cab  will  have  four  Prius  hybrids  by  the  time  of  release  of  this  report,  getting  up  to 
40  miles  per  gallon,  compared  to  as  low  as  10  to  12  miles  per  gallon  by  the  Ford  Crown  Victoria. 
This  company  hopes  to  become  100%  hybrid.37  Several  other  cab  companies  have  purchased 
the  larger  hybrid  Ford  Escape  sports  utility  vehicles. 

A cab  owner  holds  a "medallion"  which  entitles  the  holder  to  own  a taxi  and  use  it  for  business. 
The  cab  day  consists  of  two  shifts,  of  which  the  owner  will  drive  one.  The  medallion  holder  can 
then  lease  that  vehicle  out  for  the  remaining  shift,  charging  the  lease/driver  a fee  called  a "gate," 
which  in  San  Francisco  is  currently  $91.50  per  shift,  with  the  driver  paying  for  the  fuel. 

According  to  the  Taxi  Commission,  hybrid  vehicles  save  drivers  thousands  of  dollars  a year  in 
fuel  costs  and  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  half,  but  are  more  expensive  to  purchase 
initially.  These  costs  could  be  offset  by  an  increase  in  the  gate  paid  by  the  lease/driver  to  the 
hybrid  owner/driver.  The  Taxi  Commission  is  urging  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
enact  legislation  to  raise  the  per-shift  gate  fee  to  subsidize  the  purchase  of  high-efficiency 
vehicles. 

Finding  B8a.  Taxis  in  San  Francisco  are  major  users  of  fossil  fuels  and  producers  of 
greenhouse  gases  because  of  the  preponderance  of  high-polluting  vehicles  and  the  fact  that 
they  are  constantly  on  the  road. 

Finding  BBb.  The  San  Francisco  Taxi  Commission  is  taking  positive  steps  to  put  a clean  air 
policy  into  effect  for  the  taxi  industry  by  requiring  a move  toward  low  or  zero-emission 
vehicles  and  by  initiating  specific  actions  toward  achieving  this  goal. 

Recommendation  B8a.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  enact  legislation  to  raise 
the  per-shift  gate  fee  paid  by  a driver  to  the  owner  of  a taxi,  in  order  to  create  a monetary 
incentive  for  taxi  owners  to  purchase  low  emission  or  zero  emission  vehicles. 

Recommendation  B8b.  The  Taxi  Commission  should  formulate  a plan  which 
would  allow  group  investments  in  hybrids  to  facilitate  the  fastest  acquisition  and  lowest 
negotiated  prices  of  these  new  vehicles. 


37  http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-biii/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/04/27/BAG2IPG40135.DTL 
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Responses  required  from 


The  Department  of  Environment, 
The  Taxi  Commission  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 


B9)  Bicycles 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  bicycling  as  an  alternative 
to  driving. 

The  Wall  Street  Journal  compares  San  Francisco  with  bicycle-friendly  cities  in  the  U.S.  and 
abroad,  concluding  that  San  Francisco  could  increase  the  percentage  of  bicycle  commuters  by 
improving  access  to  bicycles  on  City  streets.  Presently  only  about  4%  of  arterial  roads  have 
bicycle  lanes  and  slightly  over  2%  of  commuters  bike  to  work  (Keates  2007). 

San  Francisco  voters  (2003)  approved  a half-cent  sales  tax  estimated  to  total  $2.6  billion  over 
thirty  years  with  $56  million  (a  little  more  than  2%)  to  go  to  bicycle-related  projects.  According 
to  a spokesperson,  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  has,  as  of  early  2007,  striped  over  40 
miles  of  bicycle  lanes,  created  23  miles  of  bicycle  paths,  posted  82  miles  of  signed  bicycle 
routes,  and  painted  1250  shared  lane  markings.  Garages  are  required  to  make  bicycle  parking 
available. 

The  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  claims  to  have  over  5,000  members  and  has  been  politically 
active  for  nearly  20  years.  It  has  been  instrumental  in  obtaining  the  legislation  that  established, 
and  continues  to  establish,  bicycle  lanes  on  so  many  city  streets.  A spokesperson  states  that 
technology  has  made  strides  in  offering  bicycles  that  are  fast  and  easy  to  handle.  Maps  have 
been  published  inexpensively  by  the  Coalition  to  show  bicycle  routes,  lanes  and  paths. 

Finding  B9a.  Bicycles  are  a non-polluting,  inexpensive,  and  convenient  means  of  travel  in 
San  Francisco.  Modem  bicycles  are  fast  and  easy  to  handle.  Maps  published  by  the  San 
Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  show  bicycle  routes,  lanes  and  paths. 

Finding  B9b.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 
have  made  multiple  efforts  to  facilitate  bicycle  travel  in  the  City,  by  increasing  bicycle  lanes 
and  convenient  parking.  In  spite  of  recent  emphasis  on  improving  access  for  bicycles,  the 
City  can  do  more  to  promote  bicycle  commuting. 

Recommendation  B9.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  Planning 
Department,  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  and  the  General  Services  Agency,  in 
coordination  with  bicycle  advocacy  groups,  should  increase  and  improve: 

• The  number  of  bicycle  lanes,  routes,  and  paths 

• Bicycle  parking  facilities 

• Dedicated  bicycle  storage  in  City  buildings  and 
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A public  service  campaign  to  educate  bicyclists  and  drivers  on  road  safety  and 
etiquette,  with  maps  showing  dedicated  bicycle  lanes. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
The  Planning  Department, 

The  Department  of  Public  Works, 

The  General  Services  Agency, 

The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


C.  ENERGY  EFFICIENCY 


The  City  is  attempting  to  achieve  major  reductions  in  eCC>2  emissions  through  energy  efficiency 
and  conservation  in  buildings  (Table  2,  page  38).  The  Climate  Action  Plan  anticipates  that  about 
433,000  tons  of  the  reduction  would  come  from  commercial  buildings,  with  the  rest  from 
residential  (325,000  tons)  and  municipal  buildings  (45,000  tons). 

Cl)  Municipal  Energy  Use 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  incentives,  direct 
installation  and  technical  assistance  to  improve  energy  efficiency  in  municipal  buildings. 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  is  the  primary  power  provider  for  City  . 
departments.  More  than  eighty  percent  of  electrical  power  provided  to  City  departments  comes 
from  clean  Hetch  Hetchy  hydropower  generation.  SFPUC  also  conducts  periodic  energy  use 
audits  of  governmental  users,  identifying  energy  loss  through  inefficient  facilities  design  or 
deferred  maintenance. 

The  SFPUC  is  also  involved  in  planning,  funding,  auditing,  designing  and  managing  some 
energy  efficiency  projects  for  City  buildings.  Table  5 (page  40)  shows  municipal  energy 
efficiency  projects  completed  to  date,  promising  annual  emissions  reductions  of  about  1 1,000 
tons  of  eCC>2,  about  one  quarter  of  the  2012  goal  of  45,000  from  municipal  buildings. 

The  Department  of  Environment  leads  a group  called  the  Staff  Technical  Team  on  Climate 
Change  consisting  of  members  of  any  interested  City  department  (Muni,  SFPUC,  SFO,  the  Port, 
Fire  Department,  Central  Shops,  SFUSD,  Planning,  and  Health)  who  meet  to  share  information, 
data  and  ideas  on  advancing  the  City’s  climate  protection  work.  Members  are  key  providers  of 
data  used  to  calculate  emissions. 


Finding  Cl . Energy  use  and  emissions  from  municipal  operations  can  be  the  most  easily 
reduced,  as  they  are  controlled  directly  by  the  City.  The  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  conducts  periodic  energy  use  audits  of  governmental  users,  identifying  energy 
loss  through  inefficient  facilities  design  or  deferred  maintenance. 
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Recommendation  Cl  a.  The  Department  of  Environment  and  Public  Utility 
Commission  should  request  plans  from  high  energy  users,  such  as  Muni,  SFPUC,  San 
Francisco  Airport,  the  Port,  Fire  Department,  Central  Shops,  Unified  School  District, 
Planning,  and  Health  Department,  to  reduce  energy  use  based  on  energy  audits. 


Recommendation  Clb.  The  high  energy  users,  such  as  Muni,  SFPUC,  San 
Francisco  Airport,  the  Port,  Fire  Department,  Central  Shops,  Unified  School  District, 
Planning,  and  Health  Department,  with  guidance  from  the  Department  of  Environment  and 
SFPUC,  should  budget  for  and  implement  facilities  repair  and  upgrades  where  necessary  to 
comply  with  the  energy  audit  findings. 

Recommendation  Clc.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  should  approve 
budgets  from  high  energy  users  to  include  funds  to  implement  facilities  repair  and  upgrades 
to  comply  with  the  energy  audit  findings. 


Recommendation  Cld.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  develop  programs 
that  reward  public  employees  for  excellence  in  energy  savings. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor 

The  Department  of  Environment, 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
San  Francisco  Airport, 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco, 

The  Fire  Department, 

The  Central  Shops, 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District, 
Planning  Department, 

Health  Department  (60  days). 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 


C2)  Municipal  Building  Standards 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  strengthening  legislation,  codes  and 
standards  in  order  to  improve  energy  efficiency  in  municipal  buildings. 

City  codes  now  require  construction  of  new  municipal  buildings  to  meet  the  LEED  Silver 
Standard,  requiring  33-38  of  a possible  total  69  environmental  points.  Points  are  attained  in  the 
following  areas:  sustainable  site  14;  water  efficiency  5;  energy  & atmosphere  17;  materials  & 
resources  13;  indoor  environment  15;  innovation  & design  5 (Case  2006).  With  six  additional 
points  in  green  design,  it  would  be  possible  for  a builder  to  reach  the  LEED  Gold  standard  which 
requires  39-51  points.  As  one  example  of  San  Francisco’s  commitment  to  building  to  LEED 
standards,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  in  Golden  Gate  Park  is  being  built  to  the  LEED 
Platinum  standard,  requiring  52-69  points.  According  to  the  Museum  Director,  it  is  one  of  very 
few  such  buildings  in  the  country  (Kociolek  2005). 


25 


Each  of  these  design  and  construction  measures  that  is  implemented,  while  meant  to  decrease 
energy  use  and  pollution,  may  increase  the  initial  cost  to  the  builder.  While  at  the  outset  more 
costly  to  build,  a green  building  is  designed  to  save  energy  and  thus  costs,  as  well  as  eCC>2 
emissions,  over  the  lifetime  of  the  building  (King  2007,  Hoge  2007).  More  staff  may  be  required 
by  the  City  to  inspect  buildings  and  evaluate  compliance  to  LEED  standards  and  codes. 

Finding  C2a.  Higher  environmental  construction  standards  are  an  important  component  of 
achieving  the  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goal. 

Finding  C2b.  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  7 requires  municipal  buildings  to  be 
constructed  to  the  LEED  Silver  standard. 

Recommendation  C2a.  In  order  to  reach  the  emission-reduction  goals,  the 
Planning  Department  should  require  design  and  construction  of  new  City  buildings  to  the 
higher  LEED  Gold  standard. 

Recommendation  C2b.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  should  accelerate 
the  process  of  hiring  and  training  building  inspectors  to  evaluate  compliance  to  LEED 
standards  and  codes. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Planning  Department, 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 
The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


C3)  Commercial  and  Residential  Buildings 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  strengthening  legislation,  codes  and 
standards  in  order  to  increase  energy  efficiency  in  commercial  and  residential  buildings. 

The  Department  of  Environment  anticipated  that  commercial  and  residential  buildings  could 
achieve  reductions  in  energy  use  to  reduce  annual  eCC>2  emissions  by  approximately  750,000 
metric  tons  (Table  2,  page  38). 

The  California  Title  24  Energy  Efficiency  Standards  for  Residential  arid  "Nfonresidential 
Buildings  were  established  in  1978  in  response  to  a legislative  mandate  to  reduce  the  State’s 
energy  consumption.  Standards  are  updated  periodically  to  allow  consideration  and  possible 
incorporation  of  new  energy  efficiency  technologies  and  methods,  and  were  last  updated  in  2005. 

The  Department  of  Environment  and  Public  Utilities  Commission  state  in  the  City’s  2004 
Climate  Action  Plan  that,  “Effective  local  legislation  can  reduce  local  energy  use.  The  City  can 
adopt  codes  and  standards  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  existing  residential,  commercial  and 
municipal  buildings,  and  can  require  new  construction  to  be  more  energy  efficient  than  the 
current  State  standards.” 
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They  envisioned,  “rebates,  financing,  energy  surveys,  design,  engineering,  expedited  approval 
processes,  project  management  assistance,  and  turnkey  energy  retrofit  projects”  to  achieve 
energy  efficiency  in  all  buildings.  Actions  would  include  various  incentives,  such  as  direct 
installation  and  technical  assistance  programs,  and  improved  codes  and  standards  to  support 
energy  efficient  design  and  practices.  Already,  expedited  approval  for  LEED  gold  buildings  and 
energy  surveys,  as  well  as  classes  for  contractors  and  installers  offered  by  PG&E,  have  been 
enthusiastically  received. 


Finding  C3a.  California  Title  24  sets  energy  efficiency  standards  for  residential  and 
nonresidential  buildings.  Local  codes  and  standards  which  exceed  these  requirements  would 
make  buildings  even  more  energy  efficient  and  thus  further  reduce  emissions. 

Finding  C3b.  Various  incentives  were  envisioned  in  the  Climate  Action  Plan  to  improve 
energy  efficiency  in  private  buildings.  Those  in  effect  have  proven  successful. 

Recommendation  C3a.  The  Departments  of  Environment,  Planning  and  Building 
Inspection  should  collaborate  to  review  and  develop  new  city  building  code  requirements 
higher  than  those  in  the  State  Title  24  energy  code  for  new  construction,  to  take  advantage  of 
emerging  green  technology. 

Recommendation  C3b.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  develop  or  expand  other  incentives  for  builders  to  increase  energy  efficiency  in  new 
construction,  such  as  direct  installation,  project  management  and  technical  assistance, 
rebates,  financing,  energy  surveys,  design,  engineering,  expedited  approval  processes,  and 
turnkey  energy  retrofit  projects,  as  envisioned  in  the  City’s  Climate  Action  Plan. 

Recommendation  C3c.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  mandate  installation  of  energy-efficient  II VAC  systems. 

Recommendation  C3d.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  develop  regulations  to  modernize  lighting  in  new  construction,  both  commercial  and 
residential,  to  require  energy-efficient  fixtures  and  bulbs  and  phase  out  traditional 
incandescent  lights. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Planning  Department, 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 
The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
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C4)  Energy  Watch 


To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  expanding  education  and  outreach 
and  increasing  incentives  to  conserve  energy  in  commercial  and  large  residential  buildings,  with 
direct  installation  and  technical  assistance. 

San  Francisco’s  new  “Energy  Watch”  program,  initiated  in  February  2007  by  the  Department  of 
Environment  and  PG&E,  audits  energy  use  and  retrofitting  of  private  buildings  to  improve 
energy  efficiency.  The  program  provides  small  businesses  and  large  multi-family  residential 
buildings  with  free  assessments  of  energy  savings  plus  direct  installation  of  energy-efficient 
lighting,  refrigeration,  heating  and  air  conditioning.  The  Energy  Watch  program  is  intended  to 
achieve  electric  and  gas  energy  savings  over  a three-year  period  with  hopes  of  substantial 
reduction  in  eC02  emissions  once  the  program  is  complete. 

Finding  C4.  Emissions  savings  from  replacing  older,  polluting  appliances,  lighting  and 
HVAC  systems  in  all  private  buildings  in  the  City  would  have  a significant  effect  in  reducing 
energy  usage,  resulting  in  reduced  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Recommendation  C4.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  make  small 
businesses  and  owners  of  multi-family  residential  buildings  more  aware  of  free  energy 
conservation  programs  through  public  service  information  campaigns. 


Responses  required  from  I The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


C5)  Commercial  Building  Standards 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  strengthening  legislation,  codes  and 
standards  in  commercial  buildings  in  order  to  improve  energy  efficiency. 

Boston  has  become  the  first  city  in  the  nation  to  require  commercial  building  projects,  those  over 
50,000  square  feet,  to  adhere  to  a set  of  strict  green  building  standards.  These  requirements 
include  efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems,  recycled  building  materials,  careful  separation  and 
disposal  of  waste,  energy-efficient  walls  and  glass,  cleaner  diesel  construction  vehicles,  and 
transportation  plans  for  future  building  users  (Boston  Globe,  12/20/06).  San  Francisco  applies 
strict  green  LEED  Silver  standards  only  to  municipal  buildings,  not  to  private  buildings. 

Finding  C5.  From  the  example  set  in  Boston,  it  is  clear  that  cities  can  be  more  aggressive  in 
requiring  green  building  standards  in  the  private  commercial  sector. 

Recommendation  C5.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  extend  green  building  requirements  to  commercial  buildings  as  Boston  has  done. 
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Responses  required  from 


The  Department  of  Planning, 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 
The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


C 6)  Energy  Tax 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  strengthening  legislation  and 
increasing  incentives,  in  order  to  improve  energy  efficiency  in  commercial  and  residential 
buildings. 

A new  program  called  CliniateSmart  provides  PG&E  customers  the  option  to  neutralize 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  associated  with  their  own  energy  use.  Residential  and  business 
customers  can  sign  up  voluntarily  and  pay  a small  amount  based  on  energy  usage,  which  will 
fund  environmental  projects  aimed  at  removing  carbon  dioxide  from  the  air.38  According  to 
PG&E,  the  additional  amount  paid  will  remove  an  amount  of  eCCE  from  the  air  equivalent  to 
that  associated  with  a customer's  “carbon  footprint,”  thus  making  that  customer  "climate 
neutral.” 

This  purely  voluntary  statewide  program  will  raise  funds  to  supplement  local  funding  in  San 
Francisco  to  carry  out  various  programs  envisioned  in  the  City’s  Climate  Action  Plan. 


In  Boulder,  CO,  voters  approved  a Climate  Action  Plan  Tax,  making  it  the  first  city  in  the  nation 
to  impose  an  energy  tax  on  its  residents  to  directly  combat  global  warming.  The  plan  took  effect 
on  April  1,  2007,  and  is  based  on  the  amount  of  electricity  used.  The  tax  funds  energy  efficiency 
programs  in  the  city.  The  average  household  will  pay  $1 .33  per  month  and  an  average  business 
will  pay  $3.80  per  month.  (Boulder  Daily  Camera  1 1/08/06). 

Finding  C6.  Addressing  climate  change  will  require  new  sources  of  funds.  New  energy 
taxes  should  be  considered  because  of  the  looming  world  crisis  presented  by  climate  change, 
and  because  of  the  direct  relationship  between  energy  use  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

Recommendation  C6.  The  Mayor  should  propose  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
should  consider  a local  energy  tax  to  reduce  energy  use  and  to  raise  funds  needed  by  the 
Department  of  Environment  to  implement  the  actions  required  by  the  City’s  Climate  Action 
Plan. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 


J 8 http  ://www.pge  .com/news/news_releases/'q4_2006/06 1214 .html 
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Cl)  Residential  Energy  Conservation  Ordinance 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  strengthening  legislation,  codes  and 
standards,  in  order  to  achieve  energy  efficiency  in  residential  buildings. 

In  1982,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  adopted  the  Residential  Energy  Conservation 
Ordinance  (RECO)  that  requires  all  residential  property  owners  to  provide  certain  energy  and 
water  conservation  measures  for  their  buildings:  attic  insulation;  weather-stripping  all  doors 
leading  from  heated  to  unheated  areas;  insulating  hot  water  heaters  and  hot  water  pipes; 
installing  low-flow  showerheads;  caulking  and  sealing  any  openings  or  cracks  in  the  building’s 
exterior;  insulating  accessible  heating  and  cooling  ducts;  installing  low-flow  water-tap  aerators; 
and  installing  or  retrofitting  toilets  to  make  them  low-flush.  Apartment  buildings  and  hotels  are 
also  required  to  insulate  steam  and  hot  water  pipes  and  tanks,  clean  and  tune  their  boilers  and 
repair  boiler  leaks.  The  code  is  mandatory  whenever  a house,  apartment  or  hotel  is  sold  or 
whenever  a property  owner  undertakes  a major  improvement  on  a single  or  two-family  dwelling. 
(DBI,  2006) 

Finding  C7.  RECO  is  designed  to  reduce  energy  use  in  a building  after  it  changes 
ownership,  thereby  reducing  the  amount  of  energy  consumed  in  the  City. 

Recommendation  C7a.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  look  into  ways  that  RECO  can  be  improved  and  more  effectively  enforced.  Its  reach 
should  be  extended,  for  instance,  to  require  property  owners  to  upgrade  lighting  and  other 
electricity  uses  before  a property  changes  ownership. 

Recommendation  C7b.  The  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection 
should  recommend  a RECO  ordinance  change  to  require  replacement  of  incandescent  light 
bulbs  with  energy-saving  lamps  before  a property  changes  ownership. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Planning  Department, 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 
The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 


D.  RENEWABLE  SOURCES 

Dl)  Community  Choice  Aggregation. 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  developing  renewable  energy  projects 
and  increasing  support  and  development  of  green  power  purchasing. 

“Community  Choice  Aggregation”  (CCA)  is  based  on  California’s  2002  Assembly  Bill  117 
(AB1 17),  which  allows  communities  to  procure  electric  power  from  sources  such  as  solar,  wind 
and  other  renewables.  By  giving  control  of  the  electricity  mix  back  to  communities,  State  law 
now  allows  cities  to  increase  their  use  of  clean  energy.  This  City  power  would  be  distributed  and 
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billed  to  consumers  by  PG&E.  Although  the  City  program  is  not  yet  law,  in  April  2007 
legislation  was  introduced  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  put  it  into  effect.  (S.F.  BOS  2007) 

In  order  for  San  Francisco  to  participate  in  the  opportunity  provided  by  AB1 17,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  must  pass  an  ordinance  to  allow  the  City  government  to  generate  and/or  procure 
electric  power  from  renewable  sources  and  to  distribute  it  to  residences  and  businesses  in  the 
City.  Such  an  ordinance  would  require  action  by  the  San  Francisco  Local  Agency  Formation 
Commission  (LAFCO),  a body  that  was  formed  in  August  2000  as  a result  of  an  initiative 
petition  to  create  a municipal  utility  district  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the 
City  of  Brisbane.  PG&E  would  retain  the  transmission  infrastructure  and  provide  billing 
services. 

Under  CCA,  clean  energy  would  make  up  one  half  of  San  Francisco’s  power  use  by  2017.  The 
plan  would  use  Prop  B bond  money,  already  approved  by  the  voters  in  2001,  to  contract  for  solar 
panel  arrays,  wind  farms  and/or  geothermal  facilities  (S.F.  Prop  B 2001). 

Finding  Dl.  The  San  Francisco  Community  Choice  Aggregation  plan  has  the  potential  to 
provide  clean,  reliable  and  reasonably-priced  energy  locally.  It  would  allow  San  Franciscans 
to  choose  between  clean  City-procured  electricity  or  buying  off  the  grid. 

Recommendation  Dl.  The  City  should  move  as  quickly  as  possible,  through 
regulations  enacted  or  authorized  by  the  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission,  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  Mayor,  to  put  the  Community  Choice  Aggregation  program  into  effect  using 
Prop  B funds  made  available  by  the  voters  in  2001.  The  process  of  contracting  for  renewable, 
clean  energy  sources  by  and  for  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  should  begin. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission, 
The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 


D2)  Solar  Rooftops 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  developing  renewable  solar  energy 
projects. 

In  2001,  voters  in  the  City  approved  Proposition  B,  authorizing  $100  million  in  revenue  bonds  to 
be  issued  for  the  expansion  of  solar  power  in  the  City.  The  Department  of  Environment  is 
engaged  in  a plan  to  calculate  the  solar  potential  for  every  residential  and  commercial  rooftop  in 
San  Francisco,  using  aerial  photography  which  analyzes  geographical  information  to  determine 
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each  rooftop’s  solar  potential.39  They  point  out  that,  although  the  City  has  a number  of  different 
microclimates,  even  on  an  overcast  day  the  solar  panels  will  produce  some  electricity,  because 
solar  works  with  light,  not  heat.40 

By  April  2007  PG&E  had  interconnected  over  500  solar  systems  in  San  Francisco,  the  most  of 
any  Northern  California  city.  Installation  is  subsidized.  However,  excess  power  created  by  these 
rooftop  solar  panels  is  not  reimbursed.  It  can  only  be  used  to  offset  usage.  This  policy  can  be  a 
disincentive  for  property  owners  to  invest  in  solar  paneling.  Tim  Flannery  writes  in  “The 
Weather  Makers”  (Flannery  2006,  p.  271),  “In  Japan  you  can  sell  excess  power  to  the  grid  for  as 
much  as  $50  per  month,  and  similar  schemes  exist  in  many  other  countries.” 

In  2003,  in  northern  hemisphere  countries,  solar  power  was  around  eight  times  more  expensive 
than  conventional  power,  and  in  Australia  it  was  four  times  as  expensive.  But  the  cost  of  solar  is 
falling  so  rapidly  that  electricity  generated  by  this  means  is  expected  to  be  cost  effective  as  early 
as  2010  (Flannery  2006,  p.  271). 

The  S.F.  Chronicle  (Real  Estate  Section,  April  15,  2007)  reports  that  California  is  the  third 
largest  market  in  the  world  for  solar  power.  The  article  quotes  a government  study  as  saying, 
“When  compared  with  electricity  produced  by  fossil  fuels,  each  kilowatt  of  solar-produced 
electricity  offsets  up  to  217,000  pounds  of  eCC>2  each  year.  The  cost  of  a solar  system  for  an 
average  home  is  about  $29,000.  Subtract  rebates  and  the  cost  is  reduced  to  $20,000.  Over  the 
25-30  year  life  span  of  the  system,  the  home  owner  will  save  - based  on  current  electrical  rates 
and  a conservative  estimate  of  a six  percent  annual  inflation  rate  for  future  costs  — about  $60,000 
in  electricity.  After  subtracting  the  system’s  cost,  the  bottom  line  is  $40,000  in  savings.” 

In  the  meantime,  solar  energy  development  is  rapidly  improving.  New  technology  is  now  being 
created  to  utilize  a solar  conductive  film,  little  more  than  conductive  saran  wrap,  that  can  be  used 
in  many  more  applications  than  current  solar  panels.  It  is  anticipated  that  in  the  future  an  entire 
house  or  car  can  be  wrapped  in  the  film  which  will  then  provide  electricity  to  batteries.  We  can 
expect  greatly  increased  efficiencies  from  solar  technology.  (NASA  2005) 

If,  in  the  not  too  distant  future,  plug-in  vehicles  become  available  at  reasonable  prices  to  the 
average  homeowner,  solar  home  energy  will  become  even  more  cost  effective.  The  homeowner 
with  rooftop  solar  energy,  who  also  owns  a plug-in  automobile,  could  take  advantage  of  the 
combination  of  his  own  free  and  clean  solar  energy,  along  with  off-peak  PG&E  or  the  City’s 
own  Community  Choice  Aggregation,  to  power  his  home  and  car. 

While  we  cannot  predict  the  future  -1  new  products  are  streaming  into  the  marketplace,  frofn 
solar  collectors  which  are  also  roofing  tiles,  to  backpacks  which  recharge  i-pods  - it  is  clear  that 
this  new  technology  will  not  languish. 

Bay  Area  businesses  and  organizations  have  the  expertise  to  provide  incentives  and  technical 
help  to  further  promote  acceleration  of  solar  installations  in  the  City.  The  Business  Council  on 
Climate  change  (BC3),  an  external  advisory  group  working  with  San  Francisco  and  other  cities, 

39  As  early  as  Fall  of  2007,  residents  can  click  on  www.SolarSF.org  to  find  their  electricity-producing  potential. 

40  http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/c/a/2007/04/2 1/HOGAQPAJBS 1 .DTL&ty 
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is  a group  of  businesses  committed  to  climate  leadership,  currently  with  more  than  42  member 
companies. 

Finding  D2a.  Solar  power  in  the  City  will  provide  a significant  benefit  in  the  long  term  in 
both  cost  savings  for  users  as  well  as  reducing  reliance  on  fossil  fuels  for  generating 
electricity. 

Finding  D2b.  Solar  power  in  the  City  is  easy  to  acquire.  Installation  is  subsidized  and  it 
should  be  an  attractive  proposition  for  users  of  energy  with  suitable  rooftops. 

Finding  D2c.  The  Department  of  Environment  is  helping  San  Franciscans  to  determine 
which  rooftops  are  most  suitable  for  solar  panels. 

Finding  D2d.  The  short  term  cost  of  purchasing  solar  panels  and  junction  boxes,  reinforcing 
roofs,  rewiring,  and  bringing  the  remainder  of  electrical  systems  into  code  compliance  may 
be  a significant  cost  burden  to  the  majority  of  residential  and  commercial  building  owners. 
Financial  incentives  such  as  subsidies,  tax  credits  and  low  cost  loans  might  be  required. 

Finding  D2e.  Consumers  would  be  more  likely  to  invest  in  solar  if  it  is  financially  a better 
alternative.  Requiring  PG&E  to  reimburse  for  all  excess  solar  energy  returned  to  the  grid 
would  add  to  the  attractiveness  of  investing  in  solar  rooftop  panels. 

Finding  D2f.  Solar  rooftop  panels  will  be  an  even  better  proposition  for  homeowners  with 
plug-in  vehicles.  As  time  goes  on,  such  consumers  will  gradually  approach  an  emissions- 
free  life  style. 

Finding  D2g.  Solar  power  projects  generate  business  for  local  firms  that  provide  energy 
equipment  and  services  and  will  create  new  jobs  centered  around  green  power. 

Recommendation  D2a.  The  Department  of  Environment,  with  the  cooperation  of 
the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  Departments  of  Planning  and  Building  Inspection, 
should  explore  more  ways  to  create  incentives  for  City  residents  and  businesses  with  rooftops 
suitable  for  solar  panels  to  act  early  to  invest  in  these  projects,  considering  financial 
incentives  such  as  subsidies,  rebates,  property  tax  reduction,  or  low-cost  loans. 

Recommendation  D2b.  The  San  Francisco  State  Legislation  Committee  should 
lobby  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  the  State  Legislature  for  regulations 
allowing  homeowners  and  businesses  to  be  compensated  for  all  solar  energy  being  returned 
to  the  grid. 

Recommendation  D2c.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  keep  consumers 
informed  of  technological  advances  in  solar  technology. 

Recommendation  D2d.  The  Departments  of  Environment,  Planning  and  Building 
Inspection  should  catalogue  and  publicize  financing  options  for  solar  installations  for 
residential  consumers. 
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Recommendation  D2e.  The  Department  of  Environment  should  partner  with  San 
Francisco  Community  College  to  establish  training  and  certification  programs  for 
professional  solar  installers  and  for  customer  self-installations. 

Recommendation  D2f.  The  Departments  of  Environment,  Planning  and  Building 
Inspection  should  work  with  business  groups  such  as  BC3,  as  well  as  hotel  associations  and 
local  non-profit  organizations  to  promote  solar  installations  through  community  education, 
outreach  and  training. 


Responses  required  from 


The  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

The  Planning  Department, 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 
San  Francisco  Community  College, 

The  S.F.  State  Legislation  Committee, 

The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  (90  days). 


E.  SOLID  WASTE 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  residential,  commercial 
and  municipal  recycling  and  at  the  same  time  promoting  source  reduction. 

The  world’s  economic  engine  has  promoted  consumerism  in  order  to  promote  growth  - in 
income,  jobs  and  quality  of  life.  Our  discarded  waste,  unhappily,  is  overwhelming  the  capacity  of 
our  landfills,  and  plastic  detritus  threatens  marine  life  as  well.  There  is  an  upstream  cost  of 
producing  these  oil-based  commodities,  contributing  to  the  load  of  greenhouse  gases  which 
bodes  ill  for  our  fixture. 

In  a San  Francisco  Chronicle  article  dated  2/18/07  and  entitled,  “The  Real  Cost  of  Bottled 
Water,”  the  Director  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Environment  and  the  General  Manager 
of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  write  that  “San  Franciscans  and  other  Bay 
Area  residents  enjoy  some  of  the  nation's  highest  quality  drinking  water,  with  pristine  Sierra 
snowmelt  from  the  Hetch  Hetchy  reservoir  as  our  primary  source  . . . and  the  federal  standards 
for  tap  water  are  higher  than  those  for  bottled  water.”  Bottled  water  leaves  behind  millions  of 
plastic  bottles  to  be  recycled,  or  possibly  to  end  up  in  our  waste  stream,  not  to  mention  the 
upstream  energy  resources  used  for  manufacture  and  transport. 

San  Francisco  is  at  the  forefront  in  attempts  to  reduce  the  use  of  plastic  in  the  City,  as  well  as 
recycling  paper,  glass,  metals  and  compostable  green  waste.  The  new  law  restricting  plastic  bags 
will  require  supermarkets  and  large  drug  stores  to  offer  customers  only  bags  made  of  recyclable 
paper,  “bio-plastic”  (materials  that  can  be  turned  into  compost),  sturdy  cloth,  or  plastic  that  can 
be  reused.  Polystyrene  take-out  containers  can  no  longer  be  provided  by  restaurants,  shops  or 
grocery  stores;  compostable  alternatives  are  available  (S.F.  Department  of  Environment  2007). 
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Finding  El.  Although  California  has  a surcharge  on  purchases  of  plastic  bottles  and 
aluminum  drink  cans  and  some  percent  of  cans  and  bottles  are  recycled  every  year,  there  is 
still  much  plastic,  recyclable  and  non-recyclable,  that  ends  up  in  landfills.  NorCal  Scavenger 
Services  performs  a good  job  of  recycling  metal  cans  and  some  plastics.  Other  plastic 
products  do  not  meet  requirements  for  recycling  and  are  not  accepted.  These,  along  with 
some  that  could  be  recycled  but  are  not  segregated  by  the  user,  end  up  in  landfills. 

Recommendation  El.  San  Francisco  businesses,  residents  and  City  departments 
should  be  encouraged  through  stepped-up  educational  programs  by  the  Department  of 
Environment  to  decrease  their  purchase  and  use  of  plastic  goods  and  to  increase  recycling. 


Responses  required  from  The  Department  of  Environment  (60  days). 
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V.  INVESTIGATIVE  PROCEDURE 


The  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  interviewed  staff  from: 

• San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

• San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (CTA) 

• San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 

• San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

• San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  & Traffic  (DPT) 

• San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 

• Pacific  Gas  & Electric  (PG&E) 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  reviewed  or  consulted  the  following  documents  (see  Bibliography) 

• Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  (1996) 

• United  Nations  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  report  (IPCC  2007) 

• San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  (Climate  Action  Plan,  2004) 

• The  Transit  Effectiveness  Briefing  Binder  for  San  Francisco  (SFTEP,  2006) 

• U.S.  Census  Bureau:  Countries  Ranked  by  Population  (on  eCC>2  emissions)  (2001) 

• Progress  Incorporating  Climate  Change  into  Mgmt.  of  California  Water  Resources  (2006) 

• Short  Range  Transit  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  2006-2025  (2001) 

• Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA)  FY2007  Proposed  Budget  (2006) 

• San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority,  Mobility,  Access  & Pricing  Study  (2007) 

• San  Francisco  Environmental  Code  (2003-2007) 

• Our  Changing  Climate,  Assessing  the  Risks  to  California;  A Summary  Report  from  the 
California  Climate  Change  Center  (2006) 

• Western  Public  Utilities  Commission  Joint  Action  Framework  on  Climate  Change  (2006) 

• Understanding  and  Responding  to  Climate  Change;  National  Academies  Reports  (2005) 

• Numerous  published  peer-reviewed  Scientific  articles 

• Numerous  news  articles  in  local  and  national  newspapers  and  the  Internet 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  read  the  following  books: 

• Earth  in  the  Balance  (1992)  by  A1  Gore 

• An  Inconvenient  Truth  (2006)  by  A1  Gore 

• The  Weather  makers  (2005)  by  Tim  Flannery 

• Field  Notes  from  a Catastrophe  (2006)  by  Elizabeth  Kolbert 

• The  Coming  Storm  (2001)  by  Bob  Reiss 

• Kicking  the  Carbon  Habit  (2006)  by  William  Sweet 

• Plug-in  Hybrids:  The  Cars  That  Will  Recharge  America  (2006)  by  Sherry  Boschert 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  attended  scientific  meetings  in  San  Francisco  on  Global  Warming 

• American  Geophysical  Union  (AGU,  Dec  2006) 

• American  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Science  (AAAS,  Feb  2007) 

• Water  Utility  Climate  Change  Summit  2007,  San  Francisco 

• Math  Sciences  Research  Inst.  (MSRI,  April  2007)  “From  Global  Predictions  to  Local 
Action” 

• State  Bar  of  California,  Bar  Assoc  of  SF,  “Domestic  Response  to  Global  Climate  Change” 
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VI.  TABLES 


Tables  1-2.  The  eCC^  reduction  goals  envisioned  by  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan,  in 
thousand  metric  tons  per  year  for:  Transportation  (top)  and  Energy  Efficiency  (bottom) 


Table  1:  Transportation 


Transportation  Action  Categories 

Estimated 
eC02 
reduction 
in  1,000 
tons/year 

A.  Increase  the  Use  of  Public  Transit  as  an  Alternative  to  Driving 

87 

B.  Increase  the  Use  of  Ridesharing  as  an  Alternative  to  Single 
Occupancy  Driving 

42 

C.  Increase  Bicycling  and  Walking  as  an  Alternative  to  Driving 

10 

D.  Support  Trip  Reduction  Through  Employer-Based  Programs 

28 

E.  Discourage  Driving 

155 

F.  Increase  the  Use  of  Clean  Air  Vehicles  and  Improve  Fleet  Efficiency 

641 

Total 

963 

T able  2 : Energy  Efficiency 


Energy  Efficiency  Action  Categories 

Estimated 
eC02 
reduction 
in  1,000 
tons/year 

A.  Increase  Incentives,  Direct  Installation  and  Technical  Assistance 

Residential  Buildings 

222 

Commercial  Buildings 

433 

Municipal  Buildings 

45 

B.  Expand  Education  and  Outreach 

36 

C.  Strengthen  Legislation,  Codes  and  Standards 

65 

Total 

801 
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Tables  3-4.  The  eCC>2  reduction  goals  envisioned  by  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan,  in 
thousand  metric  tons  per  year  for:  Renewable  Sources  (top)  and  Solid  Waste  (bottom) 


Table  3:  Renewable  Sources 


Renewable  Sources  Action  Categories 

Estimated 
eCC>2 
reduction 
in  1,000 
tons/year 

A.  Develop  Renewable  Energy  Projects 

Solar  Energy 

35 

Wind  Energy 

239 

Biomass  Energy 

44 

B.  Conduct  Pilot  Projects  for  Emerging  Technologies 

- 

C.  Support  and  Develop  Green  Power  Purchasing 

230 

Total 

548 

Table  4:  Solid  Waste 


Solid  Waste  Action  Categories 

Estimated 
eC02 
reduction 
in  1,000 
tons/year 

A.  Increase  Residential  Recycling  and  Composting 

70 

B.  Increase  Commercial  Recycling  and  Composting 

109 

C.  Expand  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recycling 

57 

D.  Support  Alternate  Collection  Methods  for  Recyclable  Materials 

66 

E.  Promote  Source  Reduction,  Reuse  and  Other  Waste  Reduction 

- 

F.  Expand  Municipal  Programs 

- 

Total 

302 
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Table  5 


SFPUC  Energy  Efficiency  Projects  completed 


San  Francisco  General  Hospital  - Lighting 

In  13  buildings  at  SFGH  Medical  Center, 
install  energy  efficient  lighting. 

San  Francisco  Housing  Authority,  housing 
developments 

2000  energy-efficient  refrigerators 

Department  of  Public  Health  — Clinics 

Energy  efficient  lighting  at  17  facilities. 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Rec.  & Park  Department  energy  efficiency 
(lighting) 

2323  Cesar  Chavez  DPW/BBR  shop 

Lighting  efficiency  at  DPW  Corporation  Yard 
and  administrative  offices. 

West  Portal  Library 

Install  energy  efficient  fluorescent  lighting. 

Moscone  Center  West  — Expansion 

Energy  efficiency 

City-wide  traffic  signals 

LED  traffic  signals  retrofit 

Moscone  Convention  Center  — ECM 

Lighting  retrofit  and  control  modification 

DPT  Garages 

Lighting.  Does  not  include  St  Mary's  Square. 

DPH  Clinics  Energy  Controls 

Install  energy  management  controls  at  9 
clinics 

Waste  Water  Aeration  Basin  Mixer  Efficiency 

Design  and  install  energy  efficient  mixers  at 
Southeast  Waste  Treatment  Plant 

190  9th  St  Library  Administration  Building  EMS 

Energy  management  system  upgrade  to  newly 
renovated  administration  building. 

SFGH  Chiller  replacement 

Chiller  (natural  gas  savings) 

Total  annual  emissions  reduction  from  these  projects  is  expected  to  be  10,904  tons  eC02.,  about  one 
quarter  of  the  45,000  ton  goal  for  Municipal  Buildings  by  year  2012  (Table  2). 
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VII.  APPENDICES 


Appendix  #1.  Sea  Levels 

The  following  statistics  on  sea  levels  corresponding  to  levels  of  atmospheric  CO2  and 
temperature  are  from  Section  2 of  “The  Threat  to  the  Planet,”  an  article  by  Jim  Hansen,41 
Director  of  the  NASA  Goddard  Institute  for  Space  Studies  and  Adjunct  Professor  of  Earth  and 
Environmental  Sciences  at  Columbia  University’s  Earth  Institute.  (Hansen  2006) 

The  level  of  the  sea  around  the  globe  is  a reflection  primarily  of  changes  in  the  volume  of  ice 
sheets  and  thus  of  changes  in  global  temperature.  When  the  planet  cools,  (called  glacial  periods), 
ice  sheets  grow  on  continents  and  the  sea  level  falls.  When  the  Earth  warms  (called  interglacial 
periods),  ice  melts  and  the  sea  level  rises. 

By  drilling  into  glaciers  to  analyze  air  bubbles  trapped  under  layers  of  snow,  scientists  can 
measure  the  levels  of  each  gas  in  the  atmosphere  hundreds  of  thousands  of  years  ago.  By 
comparing  the  concentrations  of  different  isotopes  of  oxygen  in  these  air  bubbles,  they  have 
measured  the  average  levels  of  CO2  and  temperature  over  420,000  years.  Figure  1,  next  page, 
from  Vostok,  Antarctica  ice  cores,  shows  CO2  and  temperature  rising  and  falling  together  over 
periods  of  roughly  100,000  years,  (from  page  130  of  Elizabeth  Kolbert’s  2006  book) 

During  the  coldest  ice  ages  measured,  atmospheric  CO2  descended  to  lows  of  200  parts  per 
million,  while  Earth’s  average  temperature  was  about  ten  degrees  Fahrenheit  colder  than  today, 
and  the  sea  level  was  400  feet  lower.  The  warmest  interglacial  periods  were  about  two  degrees 
warmer  than  today  and  the  sea  level  as  much  as  sixteen  feet  higher.  During  this  420,000  year 
period,  atmospheric  CO2  reached  a maximum  of  299  parts  per  million  around  325,000  years  ago. 

Measurements  of  CO2  from  1958  onward,  made  at  Mauna  Loa,  Hawaii,  are  known  as  the 
Keeling  Curve  (see  Figure  2).  The  saw  tooth  effect  results  from  the  seasonal  changes  in  northern 
forests,  but  the  inexorable  rise  is  due  to  the  burning  of  fossil  fuels  (Flannery  2006,  p.  25).  Since 
the  start  of  the  industrial  revolution,  the  level  of  CO2  in  the  atmosphere  has  risen  from  280  parts 
per  million  to  the  present  380,  and  with  a business-as-usual  scenario  is  expected  to  exceed  500 
by  the  end  of  the  century  because  of  release  of  carbon  into  the  atmosphere  by  humans. 

This  would  result  in  an  increase  of  about  five  degrees  of  global  warming  during  this  century,  the 
warmest  the  earth  has  been  in  three  million  years.  Figure  3 shows  trends  in  the  average  surface 
temperature  of  Earth  from  I860  to  2000  AD  (top)  and  from  1000  to  2000  AD  (bottom),  taken 
from  the  Report  of  the  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  Working  Group  One, 
showing  a steady  rise  since  the  beginning  of  the  industrial  revolution.  The  last  time  that  the 
Earth  was  five  degrees  warmer  than  today  was  three  million  years  ago,  well  outside  of  this 
measured  time  period,  when  sea  level  was  about  eighty  feet  higher. 


41  Jim  Hansen  is  no  relation  to  members  of  the  CGJ. 
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Age  (thousands  of  years  before  present) 


Figure  1.  The  record  from  the  Vostok  core  shows  that 
Atmospheric  CO?  levels  and  temperature  have  varied  in 
tandem  over  hundreds  of  thousands  of  years,  with  very 
long  periods  of  heating  and  cooli ng.  But  starting  with  the 
Industrial  Revolution,  the  CO?  rises  very  abruptly  (1750 
to  2005  AD)  and  is  expected  to  continue  rising,  and  with 
it  a corresponding  increase  in  the  earth's  temperature. 
Figurefrom  Kolbert,  crediting  Petit  et  al  (1999).  « 
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Figure  2.  The  Keeling  Curve  measuring  atmospheric  C02  levels 
atop  Mauna  Loa,  Hawaii,  from  1958  to  the  present.  These 
measurements  provide  a detailed,  expanded,  look  at  the  recent 
abrupt  rise  in  CO2  shown  in  Figure  1.  The  annual  variation  is  due 
to  sequestration  of  C02  during  summer  months  when  the 
northern  hemisphere  is  green.  Figure  taken  from  "Progress  on 
Incorporating  Climate  Change  into  Management  of  California's 
Water  Resources/'  July  2006,  CA  Dept,  of  Water  Resources. 
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Figure  3:  Variations  of  the  Earth’s  surface  temperature  from  AD  1860  (a)  and  from  ADI  000 
(b).  Earlier  data  are  from  tree  rings,  corals,  ice  cores  and  historical  records.  Twentieth 
century  data  include  measurements  from  thermometers.  Uncertainties  are  shown  as  gray 
and  diminish  after  thermometer  came  into  use.  Figure  taken  from  IPCC  Working  Group 
One:  The  Scientific  Basis. 
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Appendix  #2 


Summary  of  San  Francisco  Environment  Code:  Chapters  Specifically  Promoting 

Reductions  in  Energy  Use  or  in  Emissions  or  Solid  Waste.  (Ordinance  30906,  File  061569) 

1 . The  Precautionary  Principle:  Requires  “the  selection  of  the  alternative  that  presents  the  least 
potential  threat  to  human  health  and  the  City’s  natural  systems.”  When  science  cannot  fully 
establish  a cause-and-effect  relationship  but  can  provide  reasonable  evidence  of  harm,  this 
principle  requires  us  to  take  precautionary  measures  to  prevent  environmental  damage. 

2.  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing  Ordinance:  Requires  the  City  to  develop  relevant 
environmental  selection  criteria  for  products  used  to  maintain  City  buildings  and  vehicle 
fleets  to  reduce  San  Francisco’s  contribution  to  global  climate  change. 

3.  Healthy  Air  and  Smog  Prevention.  Promotes  the  replacement  of  polluting  vehicles  by  less 
polluting  vehicles.  Among  other  things,  this  code  requires  the  replacement  of  all  old  Muni 
polluting  diesel  buses  with  alternative  non-polluting  buses. 

4.  The  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance:  Applies  the  Precautionary  Principle  to  the  selection 
of  commodities  used  in  City  operations  that  minimize  impacts  on  natural  resources  by 
maximizing  recycled  content,  recycling,  and  reuse. 

5.  Resource  Efficiency  Requirement:  Establishes  the  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental 
Design  (LEED)  Silver  level  as  the  standard  for  all  City  building  projects.  The  LEED  Green 
Building  Rating  System  is  the  nationally  accepted  benchmark  for  the  design,  construction, 
and  operation  of  high  performance  green  buildings,  making  optimum  use  of  public 
transportation  and  requiring  selection  of  products  and  procedures  that  minimize  harm  to 
natural  resources. 

6.  The  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance:  Requires  the  recovery  rather 
than  landfill  disposal  of  construction  and  demolition  debris  generated  in  San  Francisco  by 
prohibiting  disposal  of  such  debris  with  garbage.  It  imposes  requirements  and  conditions  in 
building  permits,  establishes  a program  to  register  debris  transporters  and  processing 
facilities,  and  establishes  enforcement  mechanisms. 

7.  Green  Business  Program:  Lists  the  environmental  practices  and  processes  that  must  be 
implemented  in  order  to  receive  the  Bay  Area  Green  Business  recognition,  including  Water 
and  Energy  Conservation,  Recycling  and  Composting,  and  Pollution  Prevention  (wastewater 
and  toxics).  It  provides  checklists  for  restaurants,  hotels/motels  and  offices/retail  businesses 
in  order  to  comply. 

8.  Prohibited  Disposable  Food  Service  Ware:  After  June  1,  2007,  food  vendors  in  San 
Francisco  may  not  sell  prepared  food  in  disposable  food  service  ware  that  contains 
polystyrene  foam,  but  must  instead  use  an  affordable  alternative  biodegradable,  compostible 
or  recyclable  product,  unless  there  is  no  suitable  product  available.  This  includes  restaurants, 
City  facilities,  shops,  grocery  stores  (does  not  include  raw  meats  or  fish).  Violation  invokes 
monetary  penalties. 
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Appendix  #3. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  PANEL  ON  CLIMATE  CHANGE: 

The  Physical  Science  Basis 

Excerpts  from  Summary  for  Policymakers.  Fourth  Assessment  Report,  February  200742 

Global  atmospheric  concentrations  of  carbon  dioxide,  methane  and  nitrous  oxide  have  increased 
markedly  as  a result  of  human  activities  since  1750.  Emissions  of  these  gases  now  far  exceed 
pre-industrial  values  determined  from  ice  cores  spanning  many  thousands  of  years.  The  global 
increases  in  carbon  dioxide  concentration  are  due  primarily  to  fossil  fuel  use  and  land-use 
change,  while  those  of  methane  and  nitrous  oxide  are  primarily  due  to  agriculture.  Warming  of 
the  climate  system  is  unequivocal,  as  is  now  evident  from  observations  of  increases  in  global 
average  air  and  ocean  temperatures,  widespread  melting  of  snow  and  ice,  and  rising  global  mean 
sea  level 

At  continental,  regional,  and  ocean  basin  scales,  numerous  long-term  changes  in  climate  have 
been  observed.  These  include  changes  in  Arctic  temperatures  and  ice,  widespread  changes  in 
precipitation  amounts,  ocean  salinity,  wind  patterns  and  aspects  of  extreme  weather  including 
droughts,  heavy  precipitation,  heat  waves  and  the  intensity  of  tropical  cyclones. 

The  last  time  the  polar  regions  were  significantly  warmer  than  present  for  an  extended  period 
was  about  125,000  years  ago.  Reductions  in  polar  ice  volume  led  to  4 to  6 meters  (13  to  20  feet) 
of  sea  level  rise.  Discernible  human  influences  now  extend  to  other  aspects  of  climate, 
including  ocean  warming,  continental-average  temperatures,  temperature  extremes  and  wind 
patterns. 

For  the  next  two  decades  a warming  of  about  0.2°C  per  decade  is  projected  for  a range  of  SRES43 
emission  scenarios.  Continued  greenhouse  gas  emissions  at  or  above  current  rates  would  cause 
further  wanning  and  induce  many  changes  in  the  global  climate  system  during  the  21st  century 
that  would  very  likely  be  larger  than  those  observed  during  the  20th  century.  Anthropogenic 
warming  and  sea  level  rise  should  continue  for  centuries  due  to  the  timescales  associated  with 
climate  processes  and  feedback,  even  if  greenhouse  gas  concentrations  were  to  be  stabilized. 

The  IPCC  fourth  Assessment  Report,  issued  April  7,  2007,  states  that  “given  the  current  buildup 
of  carbon  dioxide  and  other  long-lived  greenhouse  gases  in  the  atmosphere,  temperatures  and 
seas  would  inevitably  rise  for  decades.  The  worst  effects  would  be  felt  in  regions  that  are  mainly 
poor  and  already  facing  dangers  from  existing  climate  and  coastal  hazards,  including  poor  people 
in  prosperous  societies.” 


42  Prepared  by  600  scientists  from  142  signatory  nations 

43  SRES  refers  to  the  IP CC  Special  Report  on  Emission  Scenarios  (2000). 
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Congestion  Pricing 

As  part  of  the  City’s  Transit  First  policy,  congestion  pricing  might  be  one  way  to  increase  public  transit 
and  discourage  the  use  of  the  automobile  in  congested  parts  of  the  City,  besides  being  a source  of  revenue 
for  Muni. 

Mayor  Michael  Bloomberg  of  New  York  City  has  proposed  a plan  for  “congestion  pricing”  for  his  city, 
with  revenue  to  be  used  to  finance  environmental  and  mass  transportation  projects.  The  plan  calls  for  an 
$8-a-day  charge  for  cars  and  $21  for  commercial  trucks  that  enter  Manhattan.  A lesser  fee  would  be 
incurred  for  residents  driving  within  the  city.  Cameras  and  other  equipment  placed  at  intersections  would 
photograph  a car’s  license  plate  and  money  would  be  deducted  from  a driver’s  account.  Drivers  would 
receive  credit  for  bridge  tolls  paid  during  their  trip.  (Cardwell  2007)  (Engquist  2007) 

A similar  system  is  already  in  place  in  densely  populated  parts  of  London,  Singapore  and  Stockholm, 
lessening  traffic  congestion  and  reducing  greenhouse  gases.  In  these  cities  the  idea  gained  support  after 
strong  initial  opposition.  Drivers  can  pay  the  daily  fee  over  the  internet  or  in  stores.  (Litman,  2006) 

On  May  16,  2006,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  announced  its  new  $1.2  billion  National 
Strategy  to  Reduce  Congestion  on  America's  Transportation  Network i44  (Schaller  2007).  San  Francisco’s 
Municipal  Transportation  Agency  has  acquired  a grant  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  to 
study  congestion  pricing  for  this  City.45  Such  a program  was  encouraged  as  one  aspect  of  San 
Francisco’s  2004  Climate  Action  Plan. 

Compare  the  cost  of  buying,  insuring,  and  parking  a car  with  the  fares  that  Muni  charges  for  a monthly 
pass  ($45  for  regular,  $10  for  senior,  child  and  disabled).  For  those  who  do  use  cars  to  commute,  the 
added  cost  of  congestion  pricing  might  quickly  add  up.  Thus,  congestion  pricing  works  to  the  extent  that 
it  makes  mass  transit  and  other  alternatives  more  attractive.  Meanwhile,  of  course,  congestion  itself  is 
costly,  in  terms  of  time  spent  waiting  in  traffic,  in  fuel  costs,  and  in  harmful  emissions  added  to  the 
atmosphere. 

Any  meaningful  effort  to  address  the  problem  of  global  warming  should  include  incentives  for  low- 
emitting  activities  (walking,  biking,  riding  mass  transportation)  and  costs  for  high-emitting  ones. 


44 
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www.fhwa.dot.gov/congestion 
http://www.  fightgridlockno  w.  gov/upas  .htm 
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PHEV  Fleet  Order  Form 

We  urge  automakers  to  go  beyond  popular  hybrid  vehicles  and  manufacture  flexible  fuel  plug-in  hybrids 
that  run  on  electricity  as  well  as  gasoline  or  other  fuels.  Plug-in  hybrids  will  provide  the  option  of 
plugging  vehicles  into  an  ordinary  electrical  outlet  in  order  to  recharge  the  battery,  allowing  our  staff  to 
drive  on  “electric  fuel”  for  significant  periods  of  time,  thus  reducing  the  need  for  gasoline  and  increasing 
our  fuel  efficiency  up  to  100  mpg  or  more.  Plug-in  hybrids  will  also  bring  significant  reductions  in 
greenhouse  gases  and  other  pollutants;  and  reduce  dependence  on  imported  oil. 

Because  of  these  many  benefits,  we  pledge  to  strongly  consider  purchasing  the  following  plug-in  electric 
hybrid  vehicles  once  auto  manufacturers  make  them  available,  even  if  it  costs  more  than  other 
vehicles. 

Please  note,  this  petition  will  be  passed  on  to  automakers  who  commit  to  manufacture  flexible  fuel  plug-in  hybrid  vehicles. 

E-mail  addresses  will  remain  confidential. 

Number  of  Vehicles  by  type 

Sedan  

Lt.  Truck 

SUV 

Van 

School  Bus 

Heavy  T ruck 


Name 

Title 

Company 

Address 

Phone 

Mail  completed  form  to:  Plug-In  Bay  Area,  c/o  Jodie  Van  Horn,  221  Pine  Street  Suite  500, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104  OR  Fax  to:  415-398-2732 
www.pluginbayarea.org 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  2006-2007  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  IN 

THEIR  REPORT: 


Important  Note  on  response  to  findings:  Responses  to  findings  were  only  included  where  there  was  a disagreement  or  where  there  was  agreement  but 
additional  information  was  provided. 


To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  expanding  education  and  outreach. 


9/20/2007 


Bl)  TRANSIT  FIRST  POLICY: 


9/20/2007 


9/20/2007 


1 The  State  Legislation  Committee  is  directed  by  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (Article  III,  sections  5.5  - 5.1 1)  to  make  recommendations  for  endorsement, 
opposition,  or  neutrality  with  respect  to  legislation  pending  before  the  State  Legislature  that  would  affect  the  City  and  County. 

6 9/20/2007 


B4)  MUNI  SPEED 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  the  use  of public  transit  as  an  alternative  to  driving. 


Finding  B5.  The  City  has  provided  several  commuter  options  for  reducing  automobile  use  and  thus  reducing  emissions. 

Recommendation  B5a.  The  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Environment,  should  improve 
informational  campaigns  to  encourage  all  employees,  whether  public  or  private,  to  take  public  transportation  to  work,  and  should  promote  the 
Muni  Fast  Pass  to  increase  ridership. 
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SFE  would  welcome  such  a provision  as  an  incentive  for  businesses  and  private  fleet  operators  to  purchase  clean  vehicles.  At  the 
request  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  SFE  currently  is  developing  recommended  ordinance  changes  to  update  and  strengthen  the  Healthy 
Air  and  Smog  Prevention  ordinance  that  applies  to  the  City’s  efforts  in  this  area. 


www.pluginamerica.com 
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B9)  BICYCLES 

To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  bicycling  as  an  alternative  to  driving. 


9/20/2007 


9/20/2007 


To  address  the  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  goal  of  increasing  incentives,  direct  installation  and  technical  assistance  to  improve  energy  efficiency  in 
municipal  buildings. 


9/20/2007 
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C2)  MUNICIPAL  BUILDING  STANDARDS 


9/20/2007 
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The  Planning  Department  agrees  on  the  importance  of  these  building  standards, 
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large  residential  buildings,  with  direct  installation  and  technical  assistance. 
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FINDINGS 

Agree 

Disagree 

Note 

Ala 

X 

Alb 

X 

Bla 

X 

Bib 

X 

Blc 

X 

See  Response. 

Bid 

X 

B2a 

X 

See  Response. 

B2b 

X 

B2c 

X 

B3a 

X 

B3b 

X 

B3c 

X 

B3d 

X 

B4a 

X 

B4b 

X 

B5 

X 

B6a 

X 

B6b 

X 

B7a 

X 

B7b 

X 

B8a 

X 

B8b 

X 

B9a 

X 

B9b 

X 

DPW  disagrees  in  that  it  lacks  Charter  authority  on  this 
issue. 

Cl 

X 

C2a 

X 

C2b 

X 

C3a 

X 

C3b 

X 

C4 

X 

C5 

X 

C6 

X 

C7 

X 

D1 

X 

D2a 

Partial 

Some  City  facilities  have  low-cost  electricity.  See 
Response  below. 

D2b 

X 

See  Response. 

D2c 

X 

D2d 

X 

D2e 

X 

D2f 

X 

D2g 

X 

See  Response. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Notes 
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X 
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X 
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X 

Bib 
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B2b 
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B3a 
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B3b 
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X 

B3d 

X 

B3e 

X 

B4a 

X 

B4b 

X 

B5a 

X 

B5b 

X 

B6a 

X 

B6b 

X 

B6c 

X 

B6d 

X 

B7a 

X 

2007 

B7b 
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B7c 

X 

B7d 

X 

B7e 

X 

2007 

B8a 

X 

B8b 

X 

Responsible  agency  needs  to  be 
identified. 

B9 

X 

Cla 

X 

Substantially  completed. 

Clb 

X 

Clc' 

X 

Cld 

X 

C2a 

X 

C2b 

X 

Needs  work. 

C3a 

X 

C3b 

X 

C3c 

X 

C3d 

X 

DBI  notes  it  lacks  Charter  authority 

C4 

X 

See  response. 

C5 

X 

C6 

X 

C7a 

X 

C7b 

X 

D1 

X 

D2a 

X 

D2b 

X 

D2c 

X 

2007 

D2d 

X 

D2e 

X 

D2f 

X 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Forecast,  Targets  and  Current 
Emissions 
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Based  on  preliminary  data  - subject  to  refinement  (4/10/07) 


Emission  Reductions  by  Sector  from  the  2004  Climate  Action  Plan 
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Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining- 
Transportation 


Potential  Transportation  Reductions  - Congestion  Pricing 


Potential  Transportation  Reductions  - Promotion  of  Rideshare  Programs 
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Potential  Transportation  Reductions  - Increased  Transit  Ridership 


Potential  Transportation  Reductions 
Clean  Vehicles,  Biking  & Walking 
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Potential  Transportation  Reductions  - Increase  in  CAFE  standards 
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Potential  Energy  Reductions  - 
Renewable  power  from  distributed  generation 


Energy  Remaining 
36% 


Potential  Energy  Reductions  - RECO  Update 
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Potential  Energy  Reductions  - Energy  Watch  & 
Commercial  Ordinances 
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Potential  Energy  Reductions  - Solar  Hot  Water 
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Potential  Energy  Reductions  - New  Commercial  Green  Building 
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11%  Solar  Hot  Water 


Potential  Energy  Reductions  - Other  Energy  Reductions 
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Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining  - Waste 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


REGULAR  MEETING 

$c  DRAFT  MINUTES 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

Tuesday,  September  25,  2007,  5:00  P.M. 

Hit/*!  City  Hall,  Room  416  OCT  ~ 4 2007 

, r t One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 . Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:05  p.m. 

Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  (5:08  p.m.),  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  (5:07  p.m.), 
and  Rodriguez  Heyman.  Absent:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  24,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  July  24,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Rodriguez  Heyman;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner 
Mok)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  July  24,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML) 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=65436)  (Discussion  and  Action). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

Mr.  Richard  Parker,  founding  member  of  450  Architects  in  San  Francisco,  a certified  green  business  in  San  Francisco, 
and  member  of  SPUR’s  Development  Committee  and  the  Green  Business  Council,  Northern  California  Chapter.  Mr. 
Parker  stated  that  he  had  discussed  a concept  identified  by  SPUR’s  Sustainability  Development  Committee  called 
“green  roof  bus  shelters”  with  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  and  presented  the  concept  and  an  Executive  Summary  to  the 
Commission  for  their  consideration  and  comment  (see  Explanatory  Document  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/sit6/uploadedfiles/sfenviionment/meetings/coe/supDorting/2007/PioposalGreenRoofB usShelter.pdf.  The  Concept  is  to  provide 

the  existing  bus  shelters  in  San  Francisco  with  green  roofs,  native  plants  that  are  located  in  recycled  plastic  or  copper 
trays  that  sit  on  the  existing  bus  shelters  to  provide  City  beautification  and  promote  wildlife  corridors  through  San 
Francisco.  The  proposal  is  for  40  bus-shelters  down  the  length  of  Market  Street  from  the  Embarcadero  to  the  Castro 
Street  station. 

Chair  Wald  asked  if  a special  bus  shelter  was  required  or  if  any  kind  of  bus  shelter  with  a roof  would  work.  Mr. 
Parker  stated  that  there  are  three  essential  sizes  for  the  existing  shelters,  and  nothing  special  would  be  needed.  It  was 
stated  that  the  green  roof  bus  shelters  would  fit  exactly  over  the  existing  shelters  and  explained  the  configuration. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  a prototype  was  in  place.  Mr.  Parker  stated  that  the  proposal  had  been  shared  with  a 
number  of  Supervisors,  and  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  agreed  to  sponsor  a Board  Resolution.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Resolution  has  not  yet  moved  forward  as  there  is  a stall  between  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  (MTA)  and 
! the  Art  Commission.  Mr.  Parker  stated  that  he  is  here  today  to  see  if  this  project  could  be  moved  forward  with 
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support  from  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Further  discussion  on  this  item  would  be  heard  during  New 
Business. 

Item  6 was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Building.  Overview  of  the  recommendations  that  the  Task  Force  presented  to  the 
Mayor  in  July  2007  to  advance  green  building  in  the  private  sector  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Mayor’s  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  Report  and  Recommendations  (PDF) 
httD://www.sfenvironment.ora/downioads/librarv/abtfrrreleasev1.3.pdf)  and  Presentation  (PowerPoint) 
http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinQs/coe/suDPortina/2007/GreenBuildinaTaskForceSFStat0924Revised.ppt) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Laura  Rodormer,  Department  of  the  Environment  Green  Building  Coordinator  and 

Craig  Nikitas,  Planning  Department 

Ms.  Rodormer  co-presented  with  Mr.  Craig  Nikitas  who  provided  (1)  background  on  the  Mayor’s  Task  Force,  (2)  a 
summary  of  what  the  Task  Force  recommendations  and  report  include,  and  (3)  an  update  on  next  steps.  Ms. 
Rodormer  reported  that  the  priority-permitting  program  for  LEED  Gold  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  which  was 
implemented  last  October,  is  a collaborative  partnership  between  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Planning  and 
Building  Inspection  Departments.  The  objective  is  to  increase  the  number  and  quality  of  green  buildings  in  San 
Francisco,  It  was  stated  that  there  are  eight  projects  that  are  in  the  process  of  attaining  the  LEED  Gold  standard  and 
represent  slightly  more  than  a million  square  feet  of  building  space  in  San  Francisco.  There  are  four  projects  that  are 
pending  that  equal  approximately  two  million  square  feet.  In  total,  there  are  almost  three  million  square  feet  of 
projects  that  are  meeting  the  LEED  Gold  certification  level. 

Ms.  Rodormer  explained  that  the  Mayor  after  assessing  what  was  coming  through  on  the  priority-permitting 
program,  called  together  this  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  in  February  to  assess  whether  or  not  the  private  sector 
could  pursue  and  achieve  LEED  standards  for  commercial  and  residential  projects  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Nikitas  summarized  the  Mayor’s  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  Report  and  Recommendations.  It  was  stated  that 
the  report  reviewed  six  building  typologies  based  on  building  size  and  use  and  set  standards  that  start  in  2008  and 
then  increase  through  2012.  Summaries  of  the  following  topics  were  presented: 

• Detailed  recommendations  for  each  use,  incentives  and  requirements  that  start  in  2008  and  increase  through 
2012  for  new  large  commercial  buildings,  new  high-rise  residential  buildings,  large  commercial  tenant 
improvements/ maj or  renovations,  new  mid-size  commercial,  new  mid  and  small  size  residential. 

• Implementation  through  Building  Code  and  Planning  Code  Amendments:  Draft  legislation  is  under  review 
by  various  City  departments  and  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  that  the  Mayor  will  introduce  as  amendments  to 
the  Building  Code  in  the  near  future;  then  would  go  through  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection’s  code 
amendment  process,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use.  Committee,  and  the  full  Board.  The  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  would  go  to  the  Planning  Commission  and  then  back  to  the  full  Board. 

Ms.  Rodormer  described  the  anticipated  benefits  from  all  six  building  types. 

• Impact  from  2008-2012:  electrical  savings,  C02  reduction,  drinking  water  savings,  and  waste  storm/water 
reduction — a significant  reduction  in  all  of  these  categories.  Additional  impacts:  construction  and  waste 
reduction,  recycling,  reducing  car  trips,  and  increasing  green  power  generation. 

• Implementation:  Collaboration  between  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  DBI,  PUC,  Planning  and  the 
Assessor’s  Office  (for  assessment  of  green  buildings). 

Ms.  Rodormer  stated  that  she  hopes  that  the  Task  Force’s  report  would  broaden  the  scope  of  green  building. 
President  Pelosi' Jr.  and  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  and  commended  Ms.  Rodormer  for  her  outstanding  work  for 
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the  Department.  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  Ms.  Rodormer  would  be  leaving  the  Department  to  work  at 
Swinerton  Builders  where  she  will  be  leading  their  green  building  projects. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  required  credits  to  achieve  LEED  certification.  Ms.  Rodormer  stated  that 
credits  would  be  different  for  each  of  the  six  different  building  types  and  would  include  storm  water  management, 
water  use  reduction,  use  of  renewable  energy,  enhanced  commissioning,  incorporating  compostable  strategies  within 
the  program,  construction  and  demolition  waste  management,  and  water  efficient  landscaping.  The  credits  increase 
in  numbers  over  the  course  of  the  years.  Ms.  Rodormer  stated  that  the  program  is  a five-year  program  that  allows 
education  over  the  course  of  five  years  in  moving  from  LEED  Silver  today  to  LEED  Gold  by  2012.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  what  code  interfaces  would  be  required  in  order  to  accommodate  wastewater.  Mr.  Nikitas  explained 
that  is  one  of  the  issues  that  would  be  worked  on  with  the  PUC  through  the  Mayor’s  Office.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
recommended  that  (1)  code  changes  include  enabling  more  grey-water  systems  within  buildings,  and  (2)  that  training 
should  be  done  on  the  concept  of  deconstruction  instead  of  demolition. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  commended  the  work  done  on  this  program  and  asked  what  the  Commission  can 
do  to  help  move  it  forward.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  explained  that  work  is  currently  being  done  with  the  Mayor’s  Office. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  thanked  the  Mayor’s  Task  Force  for  their  work.  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  that  the 
Building  Code  be  amended  in  order  to  require  that  new  high-rise  buildings  include  built  in  capacity  for  three  chutes 
in  order  to  better  implement  recycling  efforts.  Mr.  Nikitas  stated  that  Requirement  5 is  on  site  space  designated  for 
compostable  space  in  addition  to  recycling. 

5.  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Outreach  Plan.  Summary  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  Norcal’s  outreach  focus  for  “Fantastic  Three”  and  Toxics  for  2007-08  and  presentation  of  Fall  2007  outreach 
campaigns  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Thea  Hillman,  Communication  Manager  and 

Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Hillman  reported  on  her  work  coordinating  and  producing  outreach-materials  across  the  Department’s  programs 
along  with  Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Outreach  Program  Manager.  A presentation 
was  made  on  the  Department’s  communications  campaigns  that  are  currently  being  worked  on.  Commissioners  were 
asked  to  direct  any  questions  to  Ms.  Hillman,  Mr.  Haley,  or  Mr.  Paul  Giusti,  General  Manager  of  Sunset  Scavenger. 
Ms.  Hillman  affirmed  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  adopted  goals  of  75%  diversion  by  2010  and  zero 
waste  by  2020.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  recently  conducted  an  analysis  of  materials 
still  going  to  landfill  and  determined  that  approximately  67%  of  the  material  that  ends  up  in  landfill  could  have  been 
composted  or  recycled.  Those  figures  include  approximately  36.2%  compostable  materials  (namely,  food  scraps)  and 
31%  recyclable  materials  (namely,  paper).  In  addition,  under  state  law  it  is  illegal  to  toss  in  the  trash  household 
batteries,  fluorescent  tubes  and  bulbs,  thermostats,  any  items  that  contain  mercury,  and  electronic  device's.  A lot  of 
the  campaigns  will  be  to  educate  the  public  about  what  to  do  with  these  items. 

The  Department  will  be  promoting  new  and  ongoing  City  and  Norcal  services.  Top  priorities  for  diversion  are  (1) 
food  scraps,  paper,  and  construction  and  deconstruction  materials  (based  on  sheer  tonnage);  (2)  for  toxics  reduction, 
priorities  are  e-waste,  promoting  drop-off  locations  located  throughout  San  Francisco,  and  residential  toxics  pick-up 
programs.  The  campaigns  will  be  integrated  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  in  order  to  capitalize  on  advertising  and 
outreach  dollars.  Messaging  will  include  “there  is  a right  place  for  everything,  and  where  you  put  it  makes  a world 
of  difference.”  Messages  would  bridge  toxics,  recyclables,  and  compostables.  Main  audiences  that  will  be  targeted 
1 are  small  to  medium  neighborhood  businesses,  large  commercial  businesses,  single  to  three  unit  residences,  four  to 
five  unit  residences,  apartment  buildings,  and  multi-family  apartment  buildings  which  are  six-units  and  above.  Focus 
groups  that  were  conducted  last  year  influenced  the  campaign  choices,  in  which  research  was  done  with  various 
audiences  in  San  Francisco  to  test  their  awareness  around  the  issue  of  toxics  and  toxics  programs  in  the  City. 
Programs  discussed  included: 
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• Kitchen  Pails:  A kitchen  pail  pilot  test  was  recently  conducted  and  is  now  being  retested  to  test  the 
effectiveness  of  the  kitchen  pail;  e.g.,  what  type  of  kitchen  pail  to  use  and  whether  the  kitchen  pail  is  effective 
in  getting  people  to  compost  who  wouldn’t  otherwise  compost.  Tests  are  also  being  done  on  pail  delivery 
methods,  whether  it  is  helpful  to  go  door  to  door,  or  for  Norcal  to  drop  off  the  pail  to  people  automatically. 
Kitchen  pails  are  also  being  delivered  with  educational  materials. 

• Green  Cart  Recycling:  The  majority  of  the  work  being  done  right  now  is  to  focus  on  green  cart 
compostables  collection  as  that  is  where  the  most  diversion  is.  Programs  for  residents  where  the  cart  is  new 
to  them  would  include  four  to  five-unit  buildings  and  multi-family  apartments.  An  opt-out  campaign  is  being 
done,  which  is  intended  to  deliver  green  carts  and  kitchen  pails  to  four  to  five  unit  buildings  with  a letter 
informing  them  that  the  carts  will  be  delivered  unless  they  call  to  opt-out. 

Ms.  Hillman  reported  that  Norcal  has  a newly  appointed  Waste  Reduction  Specialist  to  oversee  efforts  that  will  be 
working  with  the  Outreach  Team  on  the  opt-in  campaign.  The  opt-in  campaign  will  include  an  incentive  program 
that  motivates  the  bill  payer  to  contact  Norcal’s  Customer  Service  to  request  kitchen  pails.  Residents  would 
receive  personalized  letters;  there  would  be  a timed  callback  system,  and  support  would  be  provided  in  terms  of 
flyers  and  kitchen  pail  delivery.  Department  staff  would  go  to  these  apartment  buildings,  drop  off  the  pails, 
provide  outreach  to  these  units,  follow-up  with  site  visits  as  well  as  send  experienced  auditors  to  do  a participation 
and  accuracy  check.  That  is  the  outreach  where  the  green  cart  is  new  to  people. 

A lot  of  effort  will  be  done  for  residents  that  have  already  received  the  green  cart,  which  is  called  the 
“reintroduction  campaign”  and  would  be  done  for  single-family  homes  to  three  units,  small  to  medium  businesses 
and  some  apartment  buildings.  The  plan  is  to  work  on  five  routes  per  week.  Each  time  a route  will  be  done,  a 
reeducation  mailer  will  be  sent  out  to  educate  what  goes  into  each  of  the  carts  and  to  invite  residents  to 
community  meetings. 

• Apartment  Building  Chutes  Pilot:  Testing  how  to  designate  recycling  and  garbage  chutes  in  a large 
complex  of  apartment  buildings  has  now  concluded,  and  a two-chute  system  will  be  implemented  through  the 
complex. 

• Black  Cart  Audits:  Auditors  will  tag  the  black  carts  “offenders”  for  those  that  contain  recyclables  or 
compostables  and  will  keep  track  of  who  the  offenders  are.  Auditors  will  pass  the  spreadsheet  onto  the 
appropriate  entity;  if  it  is  a commercial  offender,  it  will  be  sent  to  the  commercial  team  at  Norcal;  residential 
will  be  sent  to  the  Department.  The  Department  would  then  do  door-to-door  outreach  to  positively  educate 
the  “offenders”  as  to  what  goes  into  each  cart.  A letter  will  also  be  sent  to  each  offender  about  what  is  found. 

• Advertising/Marketing  and  Other  Outreach  Efforts:  Ms.  Hillman  reported  that  Outreach  staff  would  be 
tabling  in  front  of  grocery  stores  and  cafes  when  they  are  in  a particular  route/neighborhood  area.  There 
would  be  in-store  advertising  on  shopping  carts,  milk  cartons  and  other  in-store  education  opportunities;  e.g., 
telling  people  you  can  use  your  milk  carton  for  compostables,  your  bag  is  recyclable,  etc.  In  terms  of  toxics,  a 
citywide  mailer  is  planned  promoting  drop  off  sites,  which  will  be  sent  out  in  a staged  manner.  The 
Department  will  continue  to  partner  with  other  agencies  and  jurisdictions  about  various  collection  events;  e.g. 
thermometers  and  other  materials.  Promotion  will  be  done  around  the  home  collection  program — ads  will  be 
placed  in  neighborhood  newspapers,  the  yellow  pages,  and  the  Green  Zebra  coupon  book.  Work  is  being 
done  on  new  homeowner  and  apartment  dweller  outreach  on  energy  and  water  efficiency  measures  that  have 
been  put  into  place  in  their  homes  or  apartments  as  well  as  programs  for  disposal  of  their  fluorescent  bulbs 
and  recycling  in  their  building. 

Additional  efforts  that  would  impact  both  the  toxics  reduction  and  zero  waste  programs  are  to  (1)  update  the 
notes  that  are  left  on  people’s  carts,  whether  it  is  for  bulky  item  pickup  or  other  infringements;  (2)  updating 
the  stickers  that  go  on  the  green  and  blue  carts  and  creating  a sticker  for  the  black  carts  telling  people  what 
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goes  in  or  not.  Signage  will  be  placed  on  Norcal  trucks,  bus  sides,  and  bus  shelters  around  the  City  promoting 
the  benefits  of  recycling  and  composting.  There  will  also  be  on  the  ground  and  underground  climate 
campaign  that  would  include  recycling  and  composting  messages. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  commended  Ms.  Hillman,  Mr.  Giusti,  and  Mr.  Haley  for  their  efforts.  Commissioner  Martin  (1) 
spoke  in  support  of  creating  black  cart  stickers;  (2)  asked  that  the  term  “landfill”  be  used  instead  of  “garbage”  and 
“trash”;  (3)  commended  outreach  efforts  to  tag  the  carts,  but  requested  that  door  hangers  not  be  used;  and  (4)  asked  if 
there  is  a fee  for  opting  out  or  for  participating  in  the  compost  program.  Ms.  Hillman  stated  that  there  was  not  a fee 
for  not  doing  the  program,  and  indicated  that  there  were  incentives  for  participating  in  the  compost  program. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  participating  in  composting  and  recycling  is  free  for  residents  and  virtually  free  for 
businesses.  There  is  a small  5%  fixed  charge  for  businesses;  otherwise,  you  essentially  get  a discount  for  recycling 
and  composting  so  there  are  financial  incentives  for  participating.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  outreach  was 
directed  to  new  residents.  Ms.  Hillman  stated  that  in  terms  of  new  residents  for  apartments,  we  are  partnering  with 
large  landlords  in  the  City  such  as  Citi  Apartments,  piloting  a program  where  work  is  being  done  with  the  property 
managers  to  get  new  materials  into  those  buildings.  Consideration  is  also  being  given  to  working  with  realtors  on 
new  homeowner  outreach.  Currently,  Sunset  Scavenger  takes  our  materials  and  brings  them  to  new  residents  as  well. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  marketing  efforts  might  include  Craigslist  as  so  many  people  rely  on  that  for 
information  about  new  apartments.  Ms.  Hillman  stated  that  Craigslist  would  be  a great  idea. 

6.  Green  Business  Program  Reforms.  Proposal  to  reform  the  Green  Business  Program  in  an  effort  to  build  program 
capacity  and  provide  much  needed  assistance  to  local  small  businesses  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 
(Explanatory  Document:  Green  Business  Presentation  (PowerPoint 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetmgs/coe/suDDorting/2007/GreenBizCQE20Q7.pptf 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxic  Reduction  Program  Manager  and 

Sushma  Dhulipala,  Green  Business  Program  Coordinator 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  San  Francisco  businesses  that  are  finding  success  with  green  business  programs  share  a 
desire  to  expand  their  work  outside  of  San  Francisco.  It  was  explained  that  staffs  capacity  to  assist  in  these  efforts  is 
limited  because  of  increased  demand.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  definition  of  green  should  be  kept  meaningful  and 
that  we  cannot  allow  the  green  washing  and  lowering  of  standards.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  how  San 
Francisco  can  participate  in  a program  that  would  be  accessible  in  other  cities  where  there  are  different 
infrastructures  and  priorities.  It  was  stated  that  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  has  taken  the 
leadership  in  defining  what  green  means  for  a green  business  program,  and  San  Francisco  is  trying  to  increase  the  bar 
for  qualifying  green  businesses.  Topics  discussed  included: 

• California  Green  Business  Programs  (ABAG)  in  Marin,  Napa,  Santa  Clara,  San  Francisco,  and  San  Mateo 
and  founding  members  Alameda,  Contra  Costa  County  and  Sonoma;  and  (Other  California  Programs)  in 
Santa  Cruz/Monterey,  Los  Angeles,  Sacramento,  Santa  Barbara,  San  Diego,  and  Santa  Monica.  The  founding 
members  have  worked  on  green  business  programs  for  over  ten  years.  San  Francisco  has  a three-year  old 
program  that  has  benefited  from  the  work  that  the  other  counties  have  done  and  are  now  trying  to  set  a higher 
bar  for  qualifying  as  a green  business  in  San  Francisco. 

• San  Francisco  Green  Business  Program  Partners  include  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  as  well  as  other  Compliance  Partners. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  she  works  with  City  agencies  such  as  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  in  an  effort  to  offer  free  services  to  businesses.  Topics  discussed  included: 

• Green  Business  Process:  enrollment,  compliance  verification  through  a green  business  checklist, 
conservation  audits  of  green  business  practices;  e.g.  evaluation  of  a business’s  recycling  practices,  energy 
conservation,  etc.  When  minimum  requirements  are  implemented,  the  business  can  become  designated  as  a 
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green  business,  receive  a certificate  signed  by  the  Mayor,  and  are  listed  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  website  as  a green  business. 

• Defining  a Green  Business:  Steps  that  a business  must  take  in  order  to  become  a green  business. 

• Tracking  Businesses:  system  to  track  applications  and  assessments. 

• San  Francisco  Green  Business  Team  Performance:  How  long  businesses  take  to  get  through  the  process. 

There  are  varying  timelines,  but  on  an  average  it  takes  over  four  months  to  go  through  the  process. 

• Demand  versus  Capacity.  No  outreach  or  marketing  has  been  done  on  this  program.  The  business  community 
has  been  very  receptive  to  this  program.  The  number  of  enrolled  and  awarded  businesses  per  month  was 
discussed  (recognizing  about  three  to  four  businesses  per  month). 

Ms.  Raphael  presented  statistics  and  reasons  why  the  green  business  program  needs  reforms  in  order  to  increase  its 
capacity  and  discussed  what  is  being  considered.  Topics  discussed  included: 

• Statistics:  number  of  businesses  awarded  to  date  (app.  80);  number  of  businesses  under  evaluation;  number 
of  businesses  waiting  for  initial  walkthroughs  (app.  35);  number  of  businesses  enrolled  in  the  green  business 
program,  completed  their  checklists  and  are  awaiting  audits  (approximately  300). 

• Future  Steps:  There  are  no  plans  to  hire  new  staff  anytime  soon  to  meet  growing  demand.  The  Department  is 
brainstorming  ideas  to  secure  resources  in  order  to  hire  outside  auditors  to  help  get  through  the  backlog. 
Consideration  has  been  given  to  using  professional  services  budget  funds  in  order  to  hire  an  outside 
contractor  who  can  do  the  audits  so  Department  staff  can  help  the  high-end  businesses  (hotels,  complicated 
businesses)  on  their  efforts  and  in  developing  tools  and  guides.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  charging 
businesses  in  the  next  fiscal  year  in  order  to  increase  resources. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  are  any  particular  business  types  or  size  that  are  being  targeted.  Ms.  Dhulipala 
reported  that  when  the  program  was  first  launched  about  three  years  ago,  the  focus  was  to  be  restaurants,  hotels,  and 
office  retail  spaces.  At  this  time,  the  focus  has  not  expanded  to  all  the  other  business  sectors,  but  there  is  a waiting 
list  of  other  types  of  businesses  awaiting  assistance  from  staff  that  figures  were  not  presented  for  today  that  includes 
painters,  remodelers,  laundromats,  and  other  small  businesses.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  work  is  being  done  with 
non-profits,  and  Ms.  Dhulipala  confirmed  that  about  5%  of  work  is  with  non-profits.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the 
businesses  were  prioritized  by  what  the  Department’s  partner’s  interests  were;  e.g.  if  it  was  a solid  waste  interest, 
water  conservation,  or  toxics  reduction,  what  sectors  would  be  worth  the  time.  It  was  explained  that  the  program  is 
designed  for  small  to  medium-sized  business.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  program  goals  had  been  set  for  where 
the  program  should  be  in  one  to  five  years.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  original  goal  was  to  recognize  at  least  10% 
of  the  business  sector,  but  that  goal  is  not  being  reached  because  the  program  is  only  three  years  old,  and  standards 
are  always  being  revised  based  on  new  services,  programs,  and  initiatives.  The  small  to  medium-size  businesses 
were  chosen  because  they  may  not  have  the  resources  to  hire  outside  consultants  to  go  green  as  the  larger  businesses 
may  have.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  the  goal  be  revised  and  that  guidelines  should  be  made  available  to 
businesses  that  are  interested  and  who  can  pursue  this  effort  on  their  own  if  staff  is  not  available  to  assist. 

Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  the  Department  could  work  with  the  Small  Business  Commission  and  other  city 
institutions  on  finding  and  implementation  mechanisms.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  Small  Business  Commission 
is  one  of  the  Department’s  partners  as  well  as  other  small  business  associations,  groups,  and  merchants  associations. 
It  was  explained  that  these  organizations  usually  request  more  help  from  the  Department  than  they  have  to  offer, 
especially  with  funding,  and  usually  do  not  have  staff  that  are  trained  as  certifiers. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Cliff  Waldeck  advised  that  if  you  “google”  green  business  certification,  the  ABAG  program 
comes  up  first,  and  SF  Environment  comes  up  second.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  now  has  a world-class 
organization,  which  is  basically  run  by  two  or  three  people  and  commended  their  efforts.  It  was  stated  that  in  the 
AB32  world,  along  with  emissions  control  and  building  design,  green  business  certification  is  one  of  the  best  tools  to 
combat  global  warming.  Certified  green  businesses  use  less  energy,  conserve  water,  recycle  and  reuse  material,  keep 
material  out  of  the  landfills,  and  promote  conservation,  as  well  as  being  some  of  the  first  adopters  of  new  clean 
technologies.  Mr.  Waldeck  agreed  that  it  is  a good  step  to  secure  monies  to  pay  for  independent  auditors,  but 
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suggested  that  foundations  fund  nursing  practices  at  CPMC  or  the  Packard  Foundation  fund  professors  at  UC 
Berkeley.  Mr.  Waldeck  stated  that  he  is  a member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  that 
a climate  change  summit  had  been  held  and  advised  that  many  of  the  participating  businesses  in  attendance  would  be 
happy  to  fund  a green  business  certification  program. 

7.  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report,  “Can  San  Francisco  Keep  its  Promise  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions?” 

Overview  of  the  Response  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report  (PDF) 
http://vwvw.sfaov.org/site/uploadedfiles/courts/areen  house  aas  emissions  report.pdf.  Department’s  Responses  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvirom-nent/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CiviKMncUurvReDtDeptResponses.doc.  Department  Responses 
Table  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CivilGrandJui-vDeptResDTable.doc  and 
Presentation  (PPT)  httn://webl. sfgov.org/site/uittoadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suoporting/2007/CivilGrandJurvPresentation.nDt) . 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator 

Ms.  Capria  presented  background  and  gave  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report.  The  Civil  Grand 
Jury  over  the  past  year  did  an  investigation  of  how  San  Francisco  is  doing  in  meeting  our  greenhouse  gas  reduction 
target  to  reduce  emissions  20%  below  1990  levels  by  2012.  The  Grand  Jury  Report  contained  about  42  findings  and 
50  recommendations  that  included  steps  that  we  could  take  to  pursue  our  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals.  The 
Department  of  the  Environment,  as  the  lead  agency,  was  asked  to  coordinate  all  the  departments’  responses  back  to 
the  Grand  Jury  and  had  done  so  on  September  4 (see  explanatory  document  above).  In  general,  the  departments  were 
in  agreement  with  the  findings  except  for  a few  jurisdictional  issues  where  the  report  may  have  misidentified  the 
responsible  agency.  In  general,  the  response  was  very  favorable. 

Ms.  Capria  reported  that  many  of  the  recommendations  are  in  the  process  of  being  implemented  at  this  time,  but 
pointed  out  that  even  if  each  of  the  recommendations  were  implemented,  there  would  still  be  a long  way  to  go  in 
achieving  our  greenhouse  gas  reduction  targets.  A presentation  was  shown  on  what  it  may  take  to  achieve  our  2020 
goal  (see  explanatory  presentation  above).  Topics  discussed  included: 

• Greenhouse  gas  emissions  forecast,  targets,  and  current  emissions  from  1990-2012. 

• Emissions  Reductions  by  Energy,  Transportation,  and  Solid  Waste  Sectors  from  the  2004  Climate  Action 
Plan  that  would  total  2.6  million  tons  of  greenhouse  gas  reductions  that  would  meet  the  20%  reduction  target. 

• Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining  by  Sectors.  Ten  percent  of  transportation  emissions 
reductions  have  been  achieved  as  a result  of  aggressive  programs;  e.g.,  commuter  benefits. 

• Potential  Transportation  Reductions.  (1)  Congestion  Pricing  that  is  under  consideration  could  achieve  another 
4%  of  reductions;  (2)  promotion  of  rideshare  programs  (2%  reductions);  (3)  increased  transit  rider-ship  (4% 
reductions);  (4)  clean  vehicles,  biking  and  walking  programs  (4%  reductions);  and  (5)  increase  in  federal 
Corporate  Average  Fuel  Efficient  (CAFE)  standards  (12%). 

• Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining — Energy.  Existing  energy  reductions  (13%  of 
reductions). 

• Potential  Energy  Reductions.  (1)  Renewable  power  from  distributed  generation  (1%)  from  the  Electricity 
Resource  Plan’s  goal  of  31  megawatts  of  renewables — we  are  3 megawatts  right  now.  To  achieve  the  31 
megawatts  would  reach  only  1%  of  reductions;  (2)  Residential  Energy  Conservation  Ordinance  (RECO) 
Update  (14%)-at  time  of  sale,  an  investment  would  have  to  put  in  an  investment  into  energy  efficiency;  (3) 
Energy  Watch  & Commercial  Ordinances  (10).  Commercial  ordinances  would  require  maintenance  on 
HVAC  and  a ban  of  T12  lighting.  Energy  Watch  is  a partnership  with  PG&E  to  do  energy  efficiency;  (4) 
Solar  Hot  Water  geared  towards  the  residential  sector  (2%);  (5)  New  Commercial  Green  Building  60,000  tons 
reduction  by  2012  (2%);  (6)  Other  Energy  Reductions  that  have  not  been  quantified;  e.g.,  Green  Business 
Council  on  Climate  Change,  Green  Business  Program;  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard  on  a state  level  (6%). 

• Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining — Waste.  Waste  is  a success  on  the  climate  front  as 
targets  set  out  in  the  Climate  Action  Plan  are  well  on  their  way  in  the  waste  sector.  Existing  waste  reductions 
(12%);  waste  reductions  remaining  (2%). 
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Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  for  clarification  on  the  CAFE  standards.  It  was  stated  that  as  an  example,  if 
the  Governor  or  the  President  approved  better  fuel  efficiency  standards  tomorrow  to  increase  the  average  by  a couple 
of  miles  per  gallon,  that  would  not  change  all  the  cars  that  are  out  there  currently.  Ms.  Capria  stated  that  those 
numbers  are  not  based  on  an  assumption  that  all  of  the  vehicle  fleet  in  San  Francisco  is  already  meeting  the  CAFE 
standard.  There  was  work  done  when  the  Climate  Action  Plan  was  worked  on  to  determine  what  the  average  fleet 
efficiency  in  San  Francisco  is  right  now  and  if  you  incrementally  raise  the  average,  what  our  actual  citywide  fleet 
efficiency  is.  The  Climate  Action  Plan  indicated  that  the  CAFE  standard  measure  was  a large  number  of 
transportation  reduction  tons,  and  the  number  on  the  presentation  chart  has  been  scaled  back.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  commended  Ms.  Capria  and  staff  on  this  effort  and  requested  that  more  emphasis  be  placed  on  reducing  car 
ownership  per  capita  instead  of  purchasing  a car  that  is  electric  or  fuel-efficient.  Ms.  Capria  requested  any  ideas  that 
the  Commissioners  may  have  on  outreach  efforts  to  reduce  car  ownership.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the 
Department  is  providing  outreach  to  support  car  free  living.  Ms.  Capria  explained  that  outreach  efforts  at  this  time 
mostly  goes  to  promotion  of  transit,  working  with  the  Bicycle  Coalition,  outreach  to  large  employers  urging  them  to 
offer  commuter  benefits  to  their  employees,  offering  showers  for  bikers,  and  similar  programs.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  the  Bicycle  Coalition  has  a pamphlet  about  how  to  be  more  dependent  on  your  bicycle  and  asked  if 
the  Department  has  any  pamphlets  or  brochures  for  people  who  would  like  to  live  car  free.  Ms.  Capria  stated  that  the 
Department  has  not  designed  a pamphlet  for  that  purpose  at  this  time,  but  indicated  it  would  be  a good  outreach  tool. 

8.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/sit6/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetmgs/coe/suPDorting/2007/092SQ7CommissionSecReDort.doc. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  correspondence  has  been  received  and  included 
in  the  Commission  packet  (1)  addressed  to  all  Commissioners  requesting  that  the  Commission  not  allocate  money 
for  purchasing  in  newspapers  that  feature  trafficked  immigrant  women  in  violation  of  state  law;  and  (2) 
communication  from  Mr.  Waldeck  recommending  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  advertise  their 
meetings  on  SFGTV,  the  official  television  station  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Fish  reported 
that  a response  had  been  sent  to  Mr.  Waldeck  indicating  that  an  inquiry  had  been  made  through  SFGTV  on  this 
possibility,  and  they  had  responded  that  their  current  schedule  does  not  enable  them  to  record  meetings  held  on 
the  fourth  Tuesday  of  each  month.  The  Commission  would  have  to  change  their  meeting  schedule  that  would 
coincide  with  hearing  room  and  SFGTV  availability.  Ms.  Fish  also  advised  that  there  was  a substantial  cost 
associated  with  televising  meetings.  It  was  stated  that  the  Commission  could  choose  to  discuss  this  issue  further 
at  an  Operations  Committee  or  full  Commission  meeting. 

Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation.  Commissioners  were  asked  to  review  their  meeting  packet  to  reference 
pending  City  legislation  (see  Explanatory  Document  above). 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  rescheduled  meeting  on 
Tuesday,  October  16,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room.  Commissioner 
Mok  reported  that  he  had  attended  the  Bayview  Farmer’s  Market  approximately  one  month  ago,  and  it  had 
achieved  a good  turnout.  Commissioner  Mok  requested  a progress  report  on  the  market  along  with  finance, 
and  outreach  program  updates  and  the  school  education  annual  plan  at  the  next  Operations  Committee 
meeting. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  meetings  of  Monday,  August  13  and  Tuesday, 
September  18,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  October  22,  2007, 

5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  at  the  August  1 3 meeting,  there  was  an  in-depth  presentation  and 
discussion  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report  which  Ms.  Capria  detailed  many  of  the  issues  that  were  raised,  and 
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the  Committee  had  the  opportunity  to  contribute  suggestions  and  ideas  in  response.  At  the  September  1 8 
meeting,  two  major  items  were  Commissioner  Gravanis’s  proposal  to  volunteer  her  services  to  the 
Commission  and  the  City  to  develop  a plan  for  San  Francisco’s  wildlife,  a topic  that  caused  a fair  amount  of 
controversy.  The  Policy  Committee  voted  to  accept  the  offer  after  noting  that  Commissioner  Gravanis  could 
work  on  her  proposal  without  the  Committee’s  approval.  Commissioner  Wald  requested  that  this  topic  be  put 
on  the  Policy  Committee’s  list  of  topics  to  have  regular  updates  on.  The  other  item  addressed  was  that  the 
City  does  not  have  a carbon  credit  program,  policy,  or  a determination  as  to  what  carbon  credits  would  make 
sense  for  the  City,  which  credits  should  be  bought,  and  for  what  period  of  time.  Commissioner  Wald  reported 
that  the  Committee  had  an  informative  discussion  on  what  issues  would  relate  to  that  topic  that  would  be  a 
first  step  towards  the  adoption  by  the  City  through  the  Commission  of  a carbon  credit  program. 

Commissioner  Wald  also  commended  staff  on  their  talent  and  dedication  in  presenting  these  issues  and  giving 
the  public  an  opportunity  to  provide  input.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  requested  that  net  metering  be 
placed  on  a future  Policy  Committee  agenda. 

. Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  (1)  requested  information  on  the  scope  of  work  being  proposed  for  the 
Wildlife  and  Biodiversity  Research  and  Related  Habitat  Plan  that  the  Policy  Committee  approved;  (2)  stated 
that  it  appears  that  this  Plan  will  be  prepared  under  the  auspices  of  this  Commission  and  asked  how  the  public 
would  participate  in  additional  ways  other  than  just  receiving  updates;  (3)  stated  that  at  the  August  13  and 
September  18  meetings,  she  recommended  that  the  Animal  Welfare  and  Control  Commission  be  invited  to 
participate  in  these  discussions  and  in  developing  a Plan;  (4)  stated  that  Commission  Gravanis  met  with 
Animal  Care  and  Control  today  and  asked  what  their  reaction  was  to  the  proposed  Plan;  (5)  urged  the 
Commission  to  prepare  a written  proposal  to  outline  the  intent  of  the  Plan  and  the  process  so  the  public  can 
fully  participate;  and  (6)  asked  if  there  was  funding  available  in  the  Department’s  budget  to  work  on  this  Plan. 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  discussions  have  been  held  with  Director  Blumenfeld  on  this  issue  to  make  sure 
that  all  work  that  is  being  done  is  consistent  with  the  Commission’s  Charter  requirements  and  that  staff  time 
is  being  allocated  appropriately. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  explained  that  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  allows  the  Commission  to  briefly  respond  to 
statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public  under  public  comment.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  agrees  with  issues  raised  by  Ms.  Wuerfel.  It  was  stated  that  work  would  be  done  on 
identifying  (1)  a scope,  (2)  a plan  for  agency  and  public  involvement,  and  (3)  a clearly  stated  purpose. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Department  does  not  have  funding  in  their  budget  for  staff  to  do  the 
Plan,  so  she  has  offered  her  services  as  long  as  the  Commission  is  interested.  Regular  updates  will  be  made  at 
the  Policy  Committee  that  will  allow  for  full  public  involvement. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  did  meet  with  Mr.  Carl  Friedman,  Director  of  Animal  Care  & 
Control,  who  gave  his  full  support  in  creation  of  a wildlife  plan  with  two  requests  that  topics  of  feral  cats  and 
domestic  dogs  not  be  included  in  the  Plan.  Mr.  Friedman  also  asked  that  the  Commission  not  expect  the 
Animal  Care  and  Control  Department  for  enforcement  of  every  ordinance  because  of  lack  of  funding.  It  was 
stated  that  Mr.  Friedman  (1)  would  help  find  sources  of  funds  as  neither  department  currently  has  funding,  (2) 
is  excited  about  using  the  resources  of  our  volunteer  and  intern  program  to  help  do  some  of  the  research  to 
help  compile  what  other  cities  are  doing  in  regards  to  coyote  management,  raccoons,  skunks,  etc.  and  to  work 
closely  with  the  department  on  these  things;  and  (3)  totally  agrees  that  wildlife  and  creating  habitat  for 
wildlife  is  in  the  purview  of  the  Commission  as  well  as  the  Animal  Care  and  Control  Department  and  agreed 
to  work  together  on  this  effort.  A meeting  will  also  be  set  up  with  the  SPCA,  members  of  the  Animal  Welfare 
and  Control  Commission,  and  other  relevant  agencies.  Ms.  Wuerfel  thanked  Commissioner  Gravanis  and 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  for  their  comments  and  stated  that  she  feels  positive  about  this  effort. 

11.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suDDOiting/2007/DirectorsReDortSeDtember2007.doc. 

Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 

give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
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Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Commission  Retreat  would  be  held  at  the  Port  building  on  October  2 from 
10  a.m.  - 2 p.m.  The  main  subject  to  be  discussed  is  “Extended  Producer  Responsibility.”  New  employees 
would  be  attending  the  retreat  and  introductions  will  be  made  in  a formal  setting.  It  was  reported  that 
legislatively,  the  Department  has  been  working  on  a Commuter  Benefits  Ordinance  that  would  require  all 
companies  with  ten  or  more  employees  to  offer  commuter  benefits.  The  Department  just  got  awarded  a grant  of 
$200,000  to  explore  wave  power  by  the  same  foundation  that  gave  the  department  a grant  to  explore  tidal  power. 
Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  President  Pelosi  Jr.  for  attending  Senior  Staff  meetings  and  invited  the  rest  of  the 
Commissioners  to  attend  on  Tuesdays  at  9: 1 5 a.m.,  but  requested  that  a quorum  of  members  not  be  present  at  the 
same  time. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  the  top  three  challenges  facing  the  Department  are.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated 
that  he  could  work  with  the  Commissioners  when  a need  arises  and  recommended  that  Commissioners  rotate 
attending  the  Senior  Staff  meetings  to  keep  current  of  priorities  that  arise  over  time.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated 
that  at  this  morning’s  meeting,  there  was  a discussion  on  food  priorities  and  production  of  food  similar  to  the 
Precautionary  Principle  and  other  purchases.  Water  bottles  were  not  discussed  at  this  time.  Priorities  and 
challenges  change  over  time.  Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  purpose  of  choosing  “Extended  Producer 
Responsibility”  is  that  is  really  deals  with  what  we  do  and  with  all  the  state,  federal,  and  local  challenges 
Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  requested  that  the  Director’s  Report  include  challenges  and  how  the 
Department  can  use  the  Commission’s  support.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  each  program  area  holds  meetings 
designed  to  address  challenges  that  Commissioners  are  welcome  to  attend. 

12.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  that  there  would  be  a 
meeting  in  the  Potrero  Hill  neighborhood  to  discuss  closure  of  the  Potrero  Power  Plant  and  to  ensure  reliable  and 
efficient  energy  supply.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  one  of  the  ideas  that  he  had  discussed  with  the 
Director  is  to  hold  Commission  meetings  in  different  neighborhoods  in  the  City.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  this 
idea  could  be  explored  for  the  November  meeting. 

13.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion).  No  new  business/future  agenda  items  were 
heard  at  this  time. 

14.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

15.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:43  p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website  at  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004,-  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish  (d).sfsov.  ore  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 . Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:05  p.m. 
Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  (5:08  p.m.),  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  (5:07  p.m.), 
and  Rodriguez  Heyman.  Absent:  Commissioner  King. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  24,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  July  24,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Vice-President 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Rodriguez  Heyman;  Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner 
Mok)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  July  24,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML) 
httD://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=65436j  (Discussion  and  Action). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 


Mr.  Richard  Parker,  founding  member  of  450  Architects  in  San  Francisco,  a certified  green  business  in  San  Francisco, 
and  member  of  SPUR’s  Development  Committee  and  the  Green  Business  Council,  Northern  California  Chapter.  Mr. 
Parker  stated  that  he  had  discussed  a concept  identified  by  SPUR’s  Sustainability  Development  Committee  called 
“green  roof  bus  shelters”  with  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  and  presented  the  concept  and  an  Executive  Summary  to  the 
Commission  for  their  consideration  and  comment  (see  Explanatory  Document  (PDF) 

httD://webl.sfgov.org/sita/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suDPortina,2007/ProposalGrcenRoofB usShelter.pdf.  The  Concept  is  to  provide 

the  existing  bus  shelters  in  San  Francisco  with  green  roofs,  native  plants  that  are  located  in  recycled  plastic  or  copper 
trays  that  sit  on  the  existing  bus  shelters  to  provide  City  beautification  and  promote  wildlife  corridors  through  San 
Francisco.  The  proposal  is  for  40  bus-shelters  down  the  length  of  Market  Street  from  the  Embarcadero  to  the  Castro 
Street  station. 


Chair  Wald  asked  if  a special  bus  shelter  was  required  or  if  any  kind  of  bus  shelter  with  a roof  would  work.  Mr. 
Parker  stated  that  there  are  three  essential  sizes  for  the  existing  shelters,  and  nothing  special  would  be  needed.  It  was 
stated  that  the  green  roof  bus  shelters  would  fit  exactly  over  the  existing  shelters  and  explained  the  configuration. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  a prototype  was  in  place.  Mr.  Parker  stated  that  the  proposal  had  been  shared  with  a 
number  of  Supervisors,  and  Supervisor  Mirkarimi  agreed  to  sponsor  a Board  Resolution.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Resolution  has  not  yet  moved  forward  as  there  is  a stall  between  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  (MTA)  and 
the  Art  Commission.  Mr.  Parker  stated  that  he  is  here  today  to  see  if  this  project  could  be  moved  forward  with 
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support  from  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  Further  discussion  on  this  item  would  be  heard  during  New 
Business. 

Item  6 was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Green  Building.  Overview  of  the  recommendations  that  the  Task  Force  presented  to  the 
Mayor  in  July  2007  to  advance  green  building  in  the  private  sector  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Mayor’s  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  Report  and  Recommendations  (PDF) 
http://www.sfenvironment.ora/downloads/librarv/abtfrrreleasev1 .3. Ddfl  and  Presentation  (PowerPoint) 
http://web1.sfaov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/supportina/2007/GreenBuildinqTaskForceSFStat0924Revised.ppt) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Laura  Rodormer,  Department  of  the  Environment  Green  Building  Coordinator  and 

Craig  Nikitas,  Planning  Department 

Ms.  Rodormer  co-presented  with  Mr.  Craig  Nikitas  who  provided  (1)  background  on  the  Mayor’s  Task  Force,  (2)  a 
summary  of  what  the  Task  Force  recommendations  and  report  include,  and  (3)  an  update  on  next  steps.  Ms. 
Rodormer  reported  that  the  priority-permitting  program  for  LEED  Gold  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  which  was 
implemented  last  October,  is  a collaborative  partnership  between  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Planning  and 
Building  Inspection  Departments.  The  objective  is  to  increase  the  number  and  quality  of  green  buildings  in  San 
Francisco.  It  was  stated  that  there  are  eight  projects  that  are  in  the  process  of  attaining  the  LEED  Gold  standard  and 
represent  slightly  more  than  a million  square  feet  of  building  space  in  San  Francisco.  There  are  four  projects  that  are 
pending  that  equal  approximately  two  million  square  feet.  In  total,  there  are  almost  three  million  square  feet  of 
projects  that  are  meeting  the  LEED  Gold  certification  level. 

Ms.  Rodormer  explained  that  the  Mayor  after  assessing  what  was  coming  through  on  the  priority-permitting 
program,  called  together  this  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  in  February  to  assess  whether  or  not  the  private  sector 
could  pursue  and  achieve  LEED  standards  for  commercial  and  residential  projects  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Nikitas  summarized  the  Mayor’s  Task  Force  on  Green  Building  Report  and  Recommendations.  It  was  stated  that 
the  report  reviewed  six  building  typologies  based  on  building  size  and  use  and  set  standards  that  start  in  2008  and 
then  increase  through  2012.  Summaries  of  the  following  topics  were  presented: 

• Detailed  recommendations  for  each  use,  incentives  and  requirements  that  start  in  2008  and  increase  through 
2012  for  new  large  commercial  buildings,  new  high-rise  residential  buildings,  large  commercial  tenant 
improvements/major  renovations,  new  mid-size  commercial,  new  mid  and  small  size  residential. 

• Implementation  through  Building  Code  and  Planning  Code  Amendments:  Draft  legislation  is  under  review 
by  various  City  departments  and  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  that  the  Mayor  will  introduce  as  amendments  to 
the  Building  Code  in  the  near  future;  then  would  go  through  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection’s  code 
amendment  process,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Land  Use  Committee,  and  the  full  Board.  The  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  would  go  to  the  Planning  Commission  and  then  back  to  the  full  Board. 

Ms.  Rodormer  described  the  anticipated  benefits  from  all  six  building  types. 

• Impact  from  2008-2012:  electrical  savings,  C02  reduction,  drinking  water  savings,  and  waste  storm/water 
reduction — a significant  reduction  in  all  of  these  categories.  Additional  impacts:  construction  and  waste 
reduction,  recycling,  reducing  car  trips,  and  increasing  green  power  generation. 

• Implementation:  Collaboration  between  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  DBI,  PUC,  Planning  and  the 
Assessor’s  Office  (for  assessment  of  green  buildings). 

Ms.  Rodormer  stated  that  she  hopes  that  the  Task  Force’s  report  would  broaden  the  scope  of  green  building. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  and  commended  Ms.  Rodormer  for  her  outstanding  work  for 
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the  Department.  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  Ms.  Rodormer  would  be  leaving  the  Department  to  work  at 
Swinerton  Builders  where  she  will  be  leading  their  green  building  projects. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  required  credits  to  achieve  LEED  certification.  Ms.  Rodormer  stated  that 
credits  would  be  different  for  each  of  the  six  different  building  types  and  would  include  storm  water  management, 
water  use  reduction,  use  of  renewable  energy,  enhanced  commissioning,  incorporating  compostable  strategies  within 
the  program,  construction  and  demolition  waste  management,  and  water  efficient  landscaping.  The  credits  increase 
in  numbers  over  the  course  of  the  years.  Ms.  Rodormer  stated  that  the  program  is  a five-year  program  that  allows 
education  over  the  course  of  five  years  in  moving  from  LEED  Silver  today  to  LEED  Gold  by  2012.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  what  code  interfaces  would  be  required  in  order  to  accommodate  wastewater.  Mr.  Nikitas  explained 
that  is  one  of  the  issues  that  would  be  worked  on  with  the  PUC  through  the  Mayor’s  Office.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
recommended  that  (1)  code  changes  include  enabling  more  grey-water  systems  within  buildings,  and  (2)  that  training 
should  be  done  on  the  concept  of  deconstruction  instead  of  demolition. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  commended  the  work  done  on  this  program  and  asked  what  the  Commission  can 
do  to  help  move  it  forward.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  explained  that  work  is  currently  being  done  with  the  Mayor’s  Office. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  thanked  the  Mayor’s  Task  Force  for  their  work.  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  that  the 
Building  Code  be  amended  in  order  to  require  that  new  high-rise  buildings  include  built  in  capacity  for  three  chutes 
in  order  to  better  implement  recycling  efforts.  Mr.  Nikitas  stated  that  Requirement  5 is  on  site  space  designated  for 
compostable  space  in  addition  to  recycling. 

5.  Department  of  the  Environment  Zero  Waste  Outreach  Plan.  Summary  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  Norcal’s  outreach  focus  for  “Fantastic  Three”  and  Toxics  for  2007-08  and  presentation  of  Fall  2007  outreach 
campaigns  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Thea  Hillman,  Communication  Manager  and 

Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Hillman  reported  on  her  work  coordinating  and  producing  outreach-materials  across  the  Department’s  programs 
along  with  Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  Outreach  Program  Manager.  A presentation 
was  made  on  the  Department’s  communications  campaigns  that  are  currently  being  worked  on.  Commissioners  were 
asked  to  direct  any  questions  to  Ms.  Hillman,  Mr.  Haley,  or  Mr.  Paul  Giusti,  General  Manager  of  Sunset  Scavenger. 
Ms.  Hillman  affirmed  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  adopted  goals  of  75%  diversion  by  2010  and  zero 
waste  by  2020.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  recently  conducted  an  analysis  of  materials 
still  going  to  landfill  and  determined  that  approximately  67%  of  the  material  that  ends  up  in  landfill  could  have  been 
composted  or  recycled.  Those  figures  include  approximately  36.2%  compostable  materials  (namely,  food  scraps)  and 
31%  recyclable  materials  (namely,  paper).  In  addition,  under  state  law  it  is  illegal  to  toss  in  the  trash  household 
batteries,  fluorescent  tubes  and  bulbs,  thermostats,  any  items  that  contain  mercury,  and  electronic  devices.  A lot  of 
the  campaigns  will  be  to  educate  the  public  about  what  to  do  with  these  items. 

The  Department  will  be  promoting  new  and  ongoing  City  and  Norcal  services.  Top  priorities  for  diversion  are  (1) 
food  scraps,  paper,  and  construction  and  deconstruction  materials  (based  on  sheer  tonnage);  (2)  for  toxics  reduction, 
priorities  are  e-waste,  promoting  drop-off  locations  located  throughout  San  Francisco,  and  residential  toxics  pick-up 
programs.  The  campaigns  will  be  integrated  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  in  order  to  capitalize  on  advertising  and 
outreach  dollars.  Messaging  will  include  “there  is  a right  place  for  everything,  and  where  you  put  it  makes  a world 
of  difference.”  Messages  would  bridge  toxics,  recyclables,  and  compostables.  Main  audiences  that  will  be  targeted 
are  small  to  medium  neighborhood  businesses,  large  commercial  businesses,  single  to  three  unit  residences,  four  to 
five  unit  residences,  apartment  buildings,  and  multi-family  apartment  buildings  which  are  six-units  and  above.  Focus 
groups  that  were  conducted  last  year  influenced  the  campaign  choices,  in  which  research  was  done  with  various 
audiences  in  San  Francisco  to  test  their  awareness  around  the  issue  of  toxics  and  toxics  programs  in  the  City. 
Programs  discussed  included: 
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• Kitchen  Pails:  A kitchen  pail  pilot  test  was  recently  conducted  and  is  now  being  retested  to  test  the 
effectiveness  of  the  kitchen  pail;  e.g.,  what  type  of  kitchen  pail  to  use  and  whether  the  kitchen  pail  is  effective 
in  getting  people  to  compost  who  wouldn’t  otherwise  compost.  Tests  are  also  being  done  on  pail  delivery 
methods,  whether  it  is  helpful  to  go  door  to  door,  or  for  Norcal  to  drop  off  the  pail  to  people  automatically. 
Kitchen  pails  are  also  being  delivered  with  educational  materials. 

• Green  Cart  Recycling:  The  majority  of  the  work  being  done  right  now  is  to  focus  on  green  cart 
compostables  collection  as  that  is  where  the  most  diversion  is.  Programs  for  residents  where  the  cart  is  new 
to  them  would  include  four  to  five-unit  buildings  and  multi-family  apartments.  An  opt-out  campaign  is  being 
done,  which  is  intended  to  deliver  green  carts  and  kitchen  pails  to  four  to  five  unit  buildings  with  a letter 
informing  them  that  the  carts  will  be  delivered  unless  they  call  to  opt-out. 

Ms.  Hillman  reported  that  Norcal  has  a newly  appointed  Waste  Reduction  Specialist  to  oversee  efforts  that  will  be 
working  with  the  Outreach  Team  on  the  opt-in  campaign.  The  opt-in  campaign  will  include  an  incentive  program 
that  motivates  the  bill  payer  to  contact  Norcal’s  Customer  Service  to  request  kitchen  pails.  Residents  would 
receive  personalized  letters;  there  would  be  a timed  callback  system,  and  support  would  be  provided  in  terms  of 
flyers  and  kitchen  pail  delivery.  Department  staff  would  go  to  these  apartment  buildings,  drop  off  the  pails, 
provide  outreach  to  these  units,  follow-up  with  site  visits  as  well  as  send  experienced  auditors  to  do  a participation 
and  accuracy  check.  That  is  the  outreach  where  the  green  cart  is  new  to  people. 

A lot  of  effort  will  be  done  for  residents  that  have  already  received  the  green  cart,  which  is  called  the 
“reintroduction  campaign”  and  would  be  done  for  single-family  homes  to  three  units,  small  to  medium  businesses 
and  some  apartment  buildings.  The  plan  is  to  work  on  five  routes  per  week.  Each  time  a route  will  be  done,  a 
reeducation  mailer  will  be  sent  out  to  educate  what  goes  into  each  of  the  carts  and  to  invite  residents  to 
community  meetings. 

• Apartment  Building  Chutes  Pilot:  Testing  how  to  designate  recycling  and  garbage  chutes  in  a large 
complex  of  apartment  buildings  has  now  concluded,  and  a two-chute  system  will  be  implemented  through  the 
complex. 

• Black  Cart  Audits:  Auditors  will  tag  the  black  carts  “offenders”  for  those  that  contain  recyclables  or 
compostables  and  will  keep  track  of  who  the  offenders  are.  Auditors  will  pass  the  spreadsheet  onto  the 
appropriate  entity;  if  it  is  a commercial  offender,  it  will  be  sent  to  the  commercial  team  at  Norcal;  residential 
will  be  sent  to  the  Department.  The  Department  would  then  do  door-to-door  outreach  to  positively  educate 
the  “offenders”  as  to  what  goes  into  each  cart.  A letter  will  also  be  sent  to  each  offender  about  what  is  found. 

• Advertising/Marketing  and  Other  Outreach  Efforts:  Ms.  Hillman  reported  that  Outreach  staff  would  be 
tabling  in  front  of  grocery  stores  and  cafes  when  they  are  in  a particular  route/neighborhood  area.  There 
would  be  in-store  advertising  on  shopping  carts,  milk  cartons  and  other  in-store  education  opportunities;  e.g., 
telling  people  you  can  use  your  milk  carton  for  compostables,  your  bag  is  recyclable,  etc.  In  terms  of  toxics,  a 
citywide  mailer  is  planned  promoting  drop  off  sites,  which  will  be  sent  out  in  a staged  manner.  The 
Department  will  continue  to  partner  with  other  agencies. and  jurisdictions  about  various  collection  events;  e.g. 
thermometers  and  other  materials.  Promotion  will  be  done  around  the  home  collection  program — ads  will  be 
placed  in  neighborhood  newspapers,  the  yellow  pages,  and  the  Green  Zebra  coupon  book.  Work  is  being 
done  on  new  homeowner  and  apartment  dweller  outreach  on  energy  and  water  efficiency  measures  that  have 
been  put  into  place  in  their  homes  or  apartments  as  well  as  programs  for  disposal  of  their  fluorescent  bulbs 
and  recycling  in  their  building. 

Additional  efforts  that  would  impact  both  the  toxics  reduction  and  zero  waste  programs  are  to  (1)  update  the 
notes  that  are  left  on  people’s  carts,  whether  it  is  for  bulky  item  pickup  or  other  infringements;  (2)  updating 
the  stickers  that  go  on  the  green  and  blue  carts  and  creating  a sticker  for  the  black  carts  telling  people  what 
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goes  in  or  not.  Signage  will  be  placed  on  Norcal  trucks,  bus  sides,  and  bus  shelters  around  the  City  promoting 
the  benefits  of  recycling  and  composting.  There  will  also  be  on  the  ground  and  underground  climate 
campaign  that  would  include  recycling  and  composting  messages. 

President  Pelosi  Jr.  commended  Ms.  Hillman,  Mr.  Giusti,  and  Mr.  Haley  for  their  efforts.  Commissioner  Martin  (1) 
spoke  in  support  of  creating  black  cart  stickers;  (2)  asked  that  the  term  “landfill”  be  used  instead  of  “garbage”  and 
“trash”;  (3)  commended  outreach  efforts  to  tag  the  carts,  but  requested  that  door  hangers  not  be  used;  and  (4)  asked  if 
there  is  a fee  for  opting  out  or  for  participating  in  the  compost  program.  Ms.  Hillman  stated  that  there  was  not  a fee 
for  not  doing  the  program,  and  indicated  that  there  were  incentives  for  participating  in  the  compost  program. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  participating  in  composting  and  recycling  is  free  for  residents  and  virtually  free  for 
businesses.  There  is  a small  5%  fixed  charge  for  businesses;  otherwise,  you  essentially  get  a discount  for  recycling 
and  composting  so  there  are  financial  incentives  for  participating.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  outreach  was 
directed  to  new  residents.  Ms.  Hillman  stated  that  in  terms  of  new  residents  for  apartments,  we  are  partnering  with 
large  landlords  in  the  City  such  as  Citi  Apartments,  piloting  a program  where  work  is  being  done  with  the  property 
managers  to  get  new  materials  into  those  buildings.  Consideration  is  also  being  given  to  working  with  realtors  on 
new  homeowner  outreach.  Currently,  Sunset  Scavenger  takes  our  materials  and  brings  them  to  new  residents  as  well. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  marketing  efforts  might  include  Craigslist  as  so  many  people  rely  on  that  for 
information  about  new  apartments.  Ms.  Hillman  stated  that  Craigslist  would  be  a great  idea. 

6.  Green  Business  Program  Reforms.  Proposal  to  reform  the  Green  Business  Program  in  an  effort  to  build  program 
capacity  and  provide  much  needed  assistance  to  local  small  businesses  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 
(Explanatory  Document:  Green  Business  Presentation  (PowerPoint 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/sit6/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suDDorting/2007/GreenBizCOE2QQ7.PDt) 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKERS:  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxic  Reduction  Program  Manager  and 

Sushma  Dhulipala,  Green  Business  Program  Coordinator 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  San  Francisco  businesses  that  are  finding  success  with  green  business  programs  share  a 
desire  to  expand  their  work  outside  of  San  Francisco.  It  was  explained  that  staffs  capacity  to  assist  in  these  efforts  is 
limited  because  of  increased  demand.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  definition  of  green  should  be  kept  meaningful  and 
that  we  cannot  allow  the  green  washing  and  lowering  of  standards.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  how  San 
Francisco  can  participate  in  a program  that  would  be  accessible  in  other  cities  where  there  are  different 
infrastructures  and  priorities.  It  was  stated  that  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  has  taken  the 
leadership  in  defining  what  green  means  for  a green  business  program,  and  San  Francisco  is  trying  to  increase  the  bar 
for  qualifying  green  businesses.  Topics  discussed  included: 

• California  Green  Business  Programs  (ABAG)  in  Marin,  Napa,  Santa  Clara,  San  Francisco,  and  San  Mateo 
and  founding  members  Alameda,  Contra  Costa  County  and  Sonoma;  and  (Other  California  Programs)  in 
Santa  Cruz/Monterey,  Los  Angeles,  Sacramento,  Santa  Barbara,  San  Diego,  and  Santa  Monica.  The  founding 
members  have  worked  on  green  business  programs  for  over  ten  years.  San  Francisco  has  a three-year  old 
program  that  has  benefited  from  the  work  that  the  other  counties  have  done  and  are  now  trying  to  set  a higher 
bar  for  qualifying  as  a green  business  in  San  Francisco. 

• San  Francisco  Green  Business  Program  Partners  include  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  as  well  as  other  Compliance  Partners. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  reported  that  she  works  with  City  agencies  such  as  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  in  an  effort  to  offer  free  services  to  businesses.  Topics  discussed  included: 

• Green  Business  Process:  enrollment,  compliance  verification  through  a green  business  checklist, 
conservation  audits  of  green  business  practices;  e.g.  evaluation  of  a business’s  recycling  practices,  energy 
conservation,  etc.  When  minimum  requirements  are  implemented,  the  business  can  become  designated  as  a 
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green  business,  receive  a certificate  signed  by  the  Mayor,  and  are  fisted  on  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  website  as  a green  business. 

• Defining  a Green  Business:  Steps  that  a business  must  take  in  order  to  become  a green  business. 

• Tracking  Businesses:  system  to  track  applications  and  assessments. 

• San  Francisco  Green  Business  Team  Performance:  How  long  businesses  take  to  get  through  the  process. 

There  are  varying  timelines,  but  on  an  average  it  takes  over  four  months  to  go  through  the  process. 

• Demand  versus  Capacity.  No  outreach  or  marketing  has  been  done  on  this  program.  The  business  community 
has  been  very  receptive  to  this  program.  The  number  of  enrolled  and  awarded  businesses  per  month  was 
discussed  (recognizing  about  three  to  four  businesses  per  month). 

Ms.  Raphael  presented  statistics  and  reasons  why  the  green  business  program  needs  reforms  in  order  to  increase  its 
capacity  and  discussed  what  is  being  considered.  Topics  discussed  included: 

• Statistics:  number  of  businesses  awarded  to  date  (app.  80);  number  of  businesses  under  evaluation;  number 
of  businesses  waiting  for  initial  walkthroughs  (app.  35);  number  of  businesses  enrolled  in  the  green  business 
program,  completed  their  checklists  and  are  awaiting  audits  (approximately  300). 

• Future  Steps:  There  are  no  plans  to  hire  new  staff  anytime  soon  to  meet  growing  demand.  The  Department  is 
brainstorming  ideas  to  secure  resources  in  order  to  hire  outside  auditors  to  help  get  through  the  backlog. 
Consideration  has  been  given  to  using  professional  services  budget  funds  in  order  to  hire  an  outside 
contractor  who  can  do  the  audits  so  Department  staff  can  help  the  high-end  businesses  (hotels,  complicated 
businesses)  on  their  efforts  and  in  developing  tools  and  guides.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  charging 
businesses  in  the  next  fiscal  year  in  order  to  increase  resources. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  are  any  particular  business  types  or  size  that  are  being  targeted.  Ms.  Dhulipala 
reported  that  when  the  program  was  first  launched  about  three  years  ago,  the  focus  was  to  be  restaurants,  hotels,  and 
office  retail  spaces.  At  this  time,  the  focus  has  not  expanded  to  all  the  other  business  sectors,  but  there  is  a waiting 
fist  of  other  types  of  businesses  awaiting  assistance  from  staff  that  figures  were  not  presented  for  today  that  includes 
painters,  remodelers,  laundromats,  and  other  small  businesses.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  asked  if  work  is  being  done  with 
non-profits,  and  Ms.  Dhulipala  confirmed  that  about  5%  of  work  is  with  non-profits.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the 
businesses  were  prioritized  by  what  the  Department’s  partner’s  interests  were;  e.g.  if  it  was  a solid  waste  interest, 
water  conservation,  or  toxics  reduction,  what  sectors  would  be  worth  the  time.  It  was  explained  that  the  program  is 
designed  for  small  to  medium-sized  business.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  program  goals  had  been  set  for  where 
the  program  should  be  in  one  to  five  years.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  original  goal  was  to  recognize  at  least  10% 
of  the  business  sector,  but  that  goal  is  not  being  reached  because  the  program  is  only  three  years  old,  and  standards 
are  always  being  revised  based  on  new  services,  programs,  and  initiatives.  The  small  to  medium-size  businesses 
were  chosen  because  they  may  not  have  the  resources  to  hire  outside  consultants  to  go  green  as  the  larger  businesses 
may  have.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  the  goal  be  revised  and  that  guidelines  should  be  made  available  to 
businesses  that  are  interested  and  who  can  pursue  this  effort  on  their  own  if  staff  is  not  available  to  assist. 

Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  the  Department  could  work  with  the  Small  Business  Commission  and  other  city 
institutions  on  funding  and  implementation  mechanisms.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  Small  Business  Commission 
is  one  of  the  Department’s  partners  as  well  as  other  small  business  associations,  groups,  and  merchants  associations. 
It  was  explained  that  these  organizations  usually  request  more  help  from  the  Department  than  they  have  to  offer, 
especially  with  funding,  and  usually  do  not  have  staff  that  are  trained  as  certifiers. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Cliff  Waldeck  advised  that  if  you  “google”  green  business  certification,  the  ABAG  program 
comes  up  first,  and  SF  Environment  comes  up  second.  It  Was  stated  that  the  Department  now  has  a world-class 
organization,  which  is  basically  run  by  two  or  three  people  and  commended  their  efforts.  It  was  stated  that  in  the 
AB32  world,  along  with  emissions  control  and  building  design,  green  business  certification  is  one  of  the  best  tools  to 
combat  global  wanning.  Certified  green  businesses  use  less  energy,  conserve  water,  recycle  and  reuse  material,  keep 
material  out  of  the  landfills,  and  promote  conservation,  as  well  as  being  some  of  the  first  adopters  of  new  clean 
technologies.  Mr.  Waldeck  agreed  that  it  is  a good  step  to  secure  monies  to  pay  for  independent  auditors,  but 
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suggested  that  foundations  fund  nursing  practices  at  CPMC  or  the  Packard  Foundation  fund  professors  at  UC 
Berkeley.  Mr.  Waldeck  stated  that  he  is  a member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  that 
a climate  change  summit  had  been  held  and  advised  that  many  of  the  participating  businesses  in  attendance  would  be 
happy  to  fund  a green  business  certification  program. 

7.  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report,  “Can  San  Francisco  Keep  its  Promise  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions?” 

Overview  of  the  Response  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report  (PDF) 
http://www.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/courts/qreen  house  gas  emissions  report.pdf.  Department’s  Responses  (Word) 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedrdes/sfenviroraDent/meetings/coe/supportina2007/CivilGmndJurvReptDeDtResponses.doc.  Department  Responses 
Table  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/coe/supportmg/2007/CivilGrandJuwDeDtRespTable.doc  and 
Presentation  (PPT)  http://webl  ■sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suPDorting/2007/CivilGrandJuwPresentation.DPtl . 

SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director 
SPEAKER:  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator 

Ms.  Capria  presented  background  and  gave  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report.  The  Civil  Grand 
Jury  over  the  past  year  did  an  investigation  of  how  San  Francisco  is  doing  in  meeting  our  greenhouse  gas  reduction 
target  to  reduce  emissions  20%  below  1990  levels  by  2012.  The  Grand  Jury  Report  contained  about  42  findings  and 
50  recommendations  that  included  steps  that  we  could  take  to  pursue  our  greenhouse  gas  reduction  goals.  The 
Department  of  the  Environment,  as  the  lead  agency,  was  asked  to  coordinate  all  the  departments’  responses  back  to 
the  Grand  Jury  and  had  done  so  on  September  4 (see  explanatory  document  above).  In  general,  the  departments  were 
in  agreement  with  the  findings  except  for  a few  jurisdictional  issues  where  the  report  may  have  misidentified  the 
responsible  agency.  In  general,  the  response  was  very  favorable. 

Ms.  Capria  reported  that  many  of  the  recommendations  are  in  the  process  of  being  implemented  at  this  time,  but 
pointed  out  that  even  if  each  of  the  recommendations  were  implemented,  there  would  still  be  a long  way  to  go  in 
achieving  our  greenhouse  gas  reduction  targets.  A presentation  was  shown  on  what  it  may  take  to  achieve  our  2020 
goal  (see  explanatory  presentation  above).  Topics  discussed  included: 

• Greenhouse  gas  emissions  forecast,  targets,  and  current  emissions  from  1990-2012. 

• Emissions  Reductions  by  Energy,  Transportation,  and  Solid  Waste  Sectors  from  the  2004  Climate  Action 
Plan  that  would  total  2.6  million  tons  of  greenhouse  gas  reductions  that  would  meet  the  20%  reduction  target. 

• Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining  by  Sectors.  Ten  percent  of  transportation  emissions 
reductions  have  been  achieved  as  a result  of  aggressive  programs;  e.g.,  commuter  benefits. 

• Potential  Transportation  Reductions.  (1)  Congestion  Pricing  that  is  under  consideration  could  achieve  another 
4%  of  reductions;  (2)  promotion  of  rideshare  programs  (2%  reductions);  (3)  increased  transit  rider-ship  (4% 
reductions);  (4)  clean  vehicles,  biking  and  walking  programs  (4%  reductions);  and  (5)  increase  in  federal 
Corporate  Average  Fuel  Efficient  (CAFE)  standards  (12%). 

• Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining — Energy.  Existing  energy  reductions  (13%  of 
reductions). 

• Potential  Energy  Reductions.  (1)  Renewable  power  from  distributed  generation  (1%)  from  the  Electricity 
Resource  Plan’s  goal  of  31  megawatts  of  renewables — we  are  3 megawatts  right  now.  To  achieve  the  31 
megawatts  would  reach  only  1%  of  reductions;  (2)  Residential  Energy  Conservation  Ordinance  (RECO) 
Update  (14%)-at  time  of  sale,  an  investment  would  have  to  put  in  an  investment  into  energy  efficiency;  (3) 
Energy  Watch  & Commercial  Ordinances  (10).  Commercial  ordinances  would  require  maintenance  on 
HVAC  and  a ban  of  T12  lighting.  Energy  Watch  is  a partnership  with  PG&E  to  do  energy  efficiency;  (4) 
Solar  Hot  Water  geared  towards  the  residential  sector  (2%);  (5)  New  Commercial  Green  Building  60,000  tons 
reduction  by  2012  (2%);  (6)  Other  Energy  Reductions  that  have  not  been  quantified;  e.g.,  Green  Business 
Council  on  Climate  Change,  Green  Business  Program;  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard  on  a state  level  (6%). 

• Emissions  Avoided  & Reduction  Goals  Remaining — Waste.  Waste  is  a success  on  the  climate  front  as 
targets  set  out  in  the  Climate  Action  Plan  are  well  on  their  way  in  the  waste  sector.  Existing  waste  reductions 
(12%);  waste  reductions  remaining  (2%). 
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Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  for  clarification  on  the  CAFE  standards.  It  was  stated  that  as  an  example,  if 
the  Governor  or  the  President  approved  better  fuel  efficiency  standards  tomorrow  to  increase  the  average  by  a couple 
of  miles  per  gallon,  that  would  not  change  all  the  cars  that  are  out  there  currently.  Ms.  Capria  stated  that  those 
numbers  are  not  based  on  an  assumption  that  all  of  the  vehicle  fleet  in  San  Francisco  is  already  meeting  the  CAFE 
standard.  There  was  work  done  when  the  Climate  Action  Plan  was  worked  on  to  determine  what  the  average  fleet 
efficiency  in  San  Francisco  is  right  now  and  if  you  incrementally  raise  the  average,  what  our  actual  citywide  fleet 
efficiency  is.  The  Climate  Action  Plan  indicated  that  the  CAFE  standard  measure  was  a large  number  of 
transportation  reduction  tons,  and  the  number  on  the  presentation  chart  has  been  scaled  back.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  commended  Ms.  Capria  and  staff  on  this  effort  and  requested  that  more  emphasis  be  placed  on  reducing  car 
ownership  per  capita  instead  of  purchasing  a car  that  is  electric  or  fuel-efficient.  Ms.  Capria  requested  any  ideas  that 
the  Commissioners  may  have  on  outreach  efforts  to  reduce  car  ownership.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the 
Department  is  providing  outreach  to  support  car  free  living.  Ms.  Capria  explained  that  outreach  efforts  at  this  time 
mostly  goes  to  promotion  of  transit,  working  with  the  Bicycle  Coalition,  outreach  to  large  employers  urging  them  to 
offer  commuter  benefits  to  their  employees,  offering  showers  for  bikers,  and  similar  programs.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  the  Bicycle  Coalition  has  a pamphlet  about  how  to  be  more  dependent  on  your  bicycle  and  asked  if 
the  Department  has  any  pamphlets  or  brochures  for  people  who  would  like  to  live  car  free.  Ms.  Capria  stated  that  the 
Department  has  not  designed  a pamphlet  for  that  purpose  at  this  time,  but  indicated  it  would  be  a good  outreach  tool. 

8.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/092507CommissionSecReDort.doc. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  correspondence  has  been  received  and  included 
in  the  Commission  packet  (1)  addressed  to  all  Commissioners  requesting  that  the  Commission  not  allocate  money 
for  purchasing  in  newspapers  that  feature  trafficked  immigrant  women  in  violation  of  state  law;  and  (2) 
communication  from  Mr.  Waldeck  recommending  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  advertise  their 
meetings  on  SFGTV,  the  official  television  station  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Fish  reported 
that  a response  had  been  sent  to  Mr.  Waldeck  indicating  that  an  inquiry  had  been  made  through  SFGTV  on  this 
possibility,  and  they  had  responded  that  their  current  schedule  does  not  enable  them  to  record  meetings  held  on 
the  fourth  Tuesday  of  each  month.  The  Commission  would  have  to  change  their  meeting  schedule  that  would 
coincide  with  hearing  room  and  SFGTV  availability.  Ms.  Fish  also  advised  that  there  was  a substantial  cost 
associated  with  televising  meetings.  It  was  stated  that  the  Commission  could  choose  to  discuss  this  issue  further 
at  an  Operations  Committee  or  full  Commission  meeting. 

Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation.  Commissioners  were  asked  to  review  their  meeting  packet  to  reference 
pending  City  legislation  (see  Explanatory  Document  above). 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  rescheduled  meeting  on 
Tuesday,  October  16,  2007,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street,  Eco-Center  Conference  Room.  Commissioner 
Mok  reported  that  he  had  attended  the  Bayview  Farmer’s  Market  approximately  one  month  ago,  and  it  had 
achieved  a good  turnout.  Commissioner  Mok  requested  a progress  report  on  the  market  along  with  finance, 
and  outreach  program  updates  and  the  school  education  annual  plan  at  the  next  Operations  Committee 
meeting. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  meetings  of  Monday,  August  13  and  Tuesday, 
September  1 8,  2007  and  will  review  the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  October  22,  2007, 

5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Commissioner  Wald  reported  that  at  the  August  1 3 meeting,  there  was  an  in-depth  presentation  and 
discussion  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report  which  Ms.  Capria  detailed  many  of  the  issues  that  were  raised,  and 
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the  Committee  had  the  opportunity  to  contribute  suggestions  and  ideas  in  response.  At  the  September  1 8 
meeting,  two  major  items  were  Commissioner  Gravanis’s  proposal  to  volunteer  her  services  to  the 
Commission  and  the  City  to  develop  a plan  for  San  Francisco’s  wildlife,  a topic  that  caused  a fair  amount  of 
controversy.  The  Policy  Committee  voted  to  accept  the  offer  after  noting  that  Commissioner  Gravanis  could 
work  on  her  proposal  without  the  Committee’s  approval.  Commissioner  Wald  requested  that  this  topic  be  put 
on  the  Policy  Committee’s  list  of  topics  to  have  regular  updates  on.  The  other  item  addressed  was  that  the 
City  does  not  have  a carbon  credit  program,  policy,  or  a determination  as  to  what  carbon  credits  would  make 
sense  for  the  City,  which  credits  should  be  bought,  and  for  what  period  of  time.  Commissioner  Wald  reported 
that  the  Committee  had  an  informative  discussion  on  what  issues  would  relate  to  that  topic  that  would  be  a 
first  step  towards  the  adoption  by  the  City  through  the  Commission  of  a carbon  credit  program. 

Commissioner  Wald  also  commended  staff  on  their  talent  and  dedication  in  presenting  these  issues  and  giving 
the  public  an  opportunity  to  provide  input.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  requested  that  net  metering  be 
placed  on  a future  Policy  Committee  agenda. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  (1)  requested  information  on  the  scope  of  work  being  proposed  for  the 
Wildlife  and  Biodiversity  Research  and  Related  Habitat  Plan  that  the  Policy  Committee  approved;  (2)  stated 
that  it  appears  that  this  Plan  will  be  prepared  under  the  auspices  of  this  Commission  and  asked  how  the  public 
would  participate  in  additional  ways  other  than  just  receiving  updates;  (3)  stated  that  at  the  August  13  and 
September  18  meetings,  she  recommended  that  the  Animal  Welfare  and  Control  Commission  be  invited  to 
participate  in  these  discussions  and  in  developing  a Plan;  (4)  stated  that  Commission  Gravanis  met  with 
Animal  Care  and  Control  today  and  asked  what  their  reaction  was  to  the  proposed  Plan;  (5)  urged  the 
Commission  to  prepare  a written  proposal  to  outline  the  intent  of  the  Plan  and  the  process  so  the  public  can 
fully  participate;  and  (6)  asked  if  there  was  funding  available  in  the  Department’s  budget  to  work  on  this  Plan. 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  discussions  have  been  held  with  Director  Blumenfeld  on  this  issue  to  make  sure 
that  all  work  that  is  being  done  is  consistent  with  the  Commission’s  Charter  requirements  and  that  staff  time 
is  being  allocated  appropriately. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  explained  that  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  allows  the  Commission  to  briefly  respond  to 
statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  pubhc  under  public  comment.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  agrees  with  issues  raised  by  Ms.  Wuerfel.  It  was  stated  that  work  would  be  done  on 
identifying  (1)  a scope,  (2)  a plan  for  agency  and  pubhc  involvement,  and  (3)  a clearly  stated  purpose. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Department  does  not  have  funding  in  their  budget  for  staff  to  do  the 
Plan,  so  she  has  offered  her  services  as  long  as  the  Commission  is  interested.  Regular  updates  will  be  made  at 
the  Policy  Committee  that  will  allow  for  full  public  involvement. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  did  meet  with  Mr.  Carl  Friedman,  Director  of  Animal  Care  & 
Control,  who  gave  his  full  support  in  creation  of  a wildlife  plan  with  two  requests  that  topics  of  feral  cats  and 
domestic  dogs  not  be  included  in  the  Plan.  Mr.  Friedman  also  asked  that  the  Commission  not  expect  the 
Animal  Care  and  Control  Department  for  enforcement  of  every  ordinance  because  of  lack  of  funding.  It  was 
stated  that  Mr.  Friedman  (1)  would  help  find  sources  of  funds  as  neither  department  currently  has  funding,  (2) 
is  excited  about  using  the  resources  of  our  volunteer  and  intern  program  to  help  do  some  of  the  research  to 
help  compile  what  other  cities  are  doing  in  regards  to  coyote  management,  raccoons,  skunks,  etc.  and  to  work 
closely  with  the  department  on  these  things;  and  (3)  totally  agrees  that  wildlife  and  creating  habitat  for 
wildlife  is  in  the  purview  of  the  Commission  as  well  as  the  Animal  Care  and  Control  Department  and  agreed 
to  work  together  on  this  effort.  A meeting  will  also  be  set  up  with  the  SPCA,  members  of  the  Animal  Welfare 
and  Control  Commission,  and  other  relevant  agencies.  Ms.  Wuerfel  thanked  Commissioner  Gravanis  and 
President  Pelosi  Jr.  for  their  comments  and  stated  that  she  feels  positive  about  this  effort. 

11.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site'uploadedfiles/sfenvirorunent/meetings/co&/suDPorting2007  DirectoreReportSeptember2007.doc. 

Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 

give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning.  Strategic  Planning. 
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Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Commission  Retreat  would  be  held  at  the  Port  building  on  October  2 from 
10  a.m.  - 2 p.m.  The  main  subject  to  be  discussed  is  “Extended  Producer  Responsibility.”  New  employees 
would  be  attending  the  retreat  and  introductions  will  be  made  in  a formal  setting.  It  was  reported  that 
legislatively,  the  Department  has  been  working  on  a Commuter  Benefits  Ordinance  that  would  require  all 
companies  with  ten  or  more  employees  to  offer  commuter  benefits.  The  Department  just  got  awarded  a grant  of 
$200,000  to  explore  wave  power  by  the  same  foundation  that  gave  the  department  a grant  to  explore  tidal  power. 
Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  President  Pelosi  Jr.  for  attending  Senior  Staff  meetings  and  invited  the  rest  of  the 
Commissioners  to  attend  on  Tuesdays  at  9: 1 5 a.m.,  but  requested  that  a quorum  of  members  not  be  present  at  the 
same  time. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  the  top  three  challenges  facing  the  Department  are.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated 
that  he  could  work  with  the  Commissioners  when  a need  arises  and  recommended  that  Commissioners  rotate 
attending  the  Senior  Staff  meetings  to  keep  current  of  priorities  that  arise  over  time.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated 
that  at  this  morning’s  meeting,  there  was  a discussion  on  food  priorities  and  production  of  food  similar  to  the 
Precautionary  Principle  and  other  purchases.  Water  bottles  were  not  discussed  at  this  time.  Priorities  and 
challenges  change  over  time.  Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  purpose  of  choosing  “Extended  Producer 
Responsibility”  is  that  is  really  deals  with  what  we  do  and  with  all  the  state,  federal,  and  local  challenges. 
Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  requested  that  the  Director’s  Report  include  challenges  and  how  the 
Department  can  use  the  Commission’s  support.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  each  program  area  holds  meetings 
designed  to  address  challenges  that  Commissioners  are  welcome  to  attend. 

12.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  that  there  would  be  a 
meeting  in  the  Potrero  Hill  neighborhood  to  discuss  closure  of  the  Potrero  Power  Plant  and  to  ensure  reliable  and 
efficient  energy  supply.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  stated  that  one  of  the  ideas  that  he  had  discussed  with  the 
Director  is  to  hold  Commission  meetings  in  different  neighborhoods  in  the  City.  President  Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  this 
idea  could  be  explored  for  the  November  meeting. 

13.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion).  No  new  business/future  agenda  items  were 
heard  at  this  time. 

14.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

15.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  6:43  p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission 's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9 a m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission 's  website  at  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61004.-  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(d>sfsov.  ore  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved:  November  14,  2007 
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The  Commission  on  the  Environment  will  be  holding  a SPECIAL  MEETING 
RETREAT  on  TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  2,  2007  from  10:00  a.m.  - 2:00 
p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  Pier  One,  Conference 
Room  Bay  side  1-4,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102.  An  agenda  will  be  provided  72  hours 
prior  to  the  meeting.  Please  contact  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Commission 
Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  if  you  would  like  to  be 
placed  on  the  agenda  list.  An  agenda  may  also  be  accessed  on  the  website  at 

http://sfgov.org/site/srenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004. 
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Commission  Members:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  (President),  Johanna  Wald,  (Vice-President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

Commission  Secretary:  Monica  Fish 


1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL 

2.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

3.  INTRODUCTIONS. 

4.  DIRECTOR’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

MAIN  TOPIC 

5.  EXTENDED  PRODUCER  RESPONSIBILITY:  Definition:  Whoever  designs,  produces,  sells  or  uses  a 
product  takes  responsibility  for  minimizing  its  environmental  impact  through  all  stages  of  the  product's  life 
cycle.  The  producer,  having  the  greatest  ability  to  minimize  impacts  has  the  most  responsibility.  (Information 
and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  California  Product  Stewardship  Council  on  “A  Better  Way  Product 
Stewardship”  (PDF)  http://caproductstewardship.orq/assets/pdf/CPSC  Handout  Final.pdf) 

6.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

7.  NEW  BUSINESS/FUTURE  AGENDA  ITEMS  (Discussion). 

8.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 


9.  ADJOURNMENT. 


**  Copies  of  explanatoiy  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website  at  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004;  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish&sfsov.  ore  within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the 
public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that 
the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5 minutes,  the  President  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This 
rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Commission  is 
limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  Retreat  will  be  held  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  Pier  One,  Conference  Room  Bayside  1-4,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  Port’s  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1 . There  are  two 
public  entrances;  the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk  entrance  on  the  south  apron.  Each  of  these 
entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically  operated  door.  Both  entrances  lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible  public 
restrooms,  drinking  fountains,  payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the  main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port’s  offices 
are  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary  entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms  and 
amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive  listening  devices  will  be  available  in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 

The  closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero  located  at  Market  & Spear  Streets. 

Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are  the  F-Line,  9,  31,  32  and  71.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible 
services,  call  (415)  923-6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 

A)  3 spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  3 spaces  in  the  Pier  1/2  lot,  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero  between  the  Ferry  Building  and  Pier  1 . This  lot 

is  operated  by  valets  during  business  hours. 

C)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3 lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3 bulkhead  building  entrance  on  the  east 

side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located  on  the  pier  deck;  adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

D)  Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage,  which  is  bounded  by 
Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance  is  on  Clay  St.  between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no 
high-top  van  parking. 

E)  Metered  street  parking  is  available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington  St.,  Folsom  St.  & Drumm  St. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  bt 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a reader  during  a meeting, 
a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make 
arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical 
sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities 
should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY). 


Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 


Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before 
the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task 
Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415) 
554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfeov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of 
the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfeov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For 
more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco, 
CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell 
phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission 
Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  that 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper. 
Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

All  Applicable  Lunch  Items  are  Vegetarian,  Organic,  served  with  compostible  ware  and  are  in  accordance  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment’s  food  policy. 


Posted:  September  26,  2007 
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COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth 
Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10: 1 5 
a.m.  Present:  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Rodriguez  Heyman. 
Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King. 


2.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Ms.  Wuerfel  complimented  the  Commission 
on  the  location  selected  for  the  meeting. 

3.  INTRODUCTIONS.  Department  staff  members  introduced  themselves  and  reported  on  their  assigned 
program  area  and  work  projects.  Commissioners  and  public  in  attendance  introduced  themselves. 

4.  DIRECTOR’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  Director  Blumenfeld 
discussed  the  meeting  topic  and  format  and  recommended  that  comments  be  provided  interactively 
throughout  the  meeting. 

5.  EXTENDED  PRODUCER  RESPONSIBILITY  (EPR):  Definition:  Whoever  designs,  produces,  sells  or 
uses  a product  takes  responsibility  for  minimizing  its  environmental  impact  through  all  stages  of  the 
product's  life  cycle.  The  producer,  having  the  greatest  ability  to  minimize  impacts  has  the  most 
responsibility.  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  California  Product  Stewardship 
Council  on  “A  Better  Way  Product  Stewardship”  (PDF)  http://caproductstewardshiD.org/assets/Ddf7CPSC  Handout  Final. ndf  and 
Presentation  (PowerPoint  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CPSCPresentation.DDt) 

Opening  Remarks  on  Product  Stewardship  and  Extended  Producer  Responsibility — Jared 
Blumenfeld,  Director. 


Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  at  last  year’s  retreat,  the  subject  of  climate  change  was  the  main  focus, 
and  continues  to  be  one  of  the  Department’s  main- focus.  This  year’s  retreat  topic,  Extended  Producer 
Responsibility  is  an  issue  that  is  a critical  element  of  everything  that  the  Department  does  throughout  all 
programs.  It  was  stated  that  we  live  in  a society  that  is  consumer  driven-70%  of  our  gross  domestic 
product  is  based  on  buying  things-European  countries  are  around  40%.  Our  entire  economy  is  driven  by 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
October  2,  2007  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  2 


consumption  which  has  led  to  a lot  of  waste  in  energy,  water,  natural  resources  and  to  a disposable  society; 
e.g.,  whether  it  is  plastic  water  bottles,  plastic  bags,  or  styrofoam  take-out  containers.  Consumers  sometimes 
believe  that  these  are  items  that  could  be  disposed  of  freely  anywhere  because  they  were  free.  The  fact  that 
it  took  a lot  of  resources  to  make  that  product  and  that  some  of  those  resources  lead  to  toxic  issues  and 
disposal  difficulties  is  not  the  concern  of  manufacturers  at  the  moment.  Part  of  the  advantage  of  living  in  a 
globalized  society  is  that  we  have  companies  in  the  United  States  that  have  to  meet  European  Union 
mandates  around  packaging  and  take-back  products. 

Director  Blumenfeld  asked  for  the  Commission’s  support  on  how  the  Department  can  help  move  Extended 
Producer  Responsibility  forward  and  how  to  prioritize.  There  are  so  many  products,  what  do  we  want  to 
prioritize,  e.g.,  paints,  light  bulbs,  appliances,  packaging,  etc.  For  instance,  we  passed  laws  banning 
electronic  waste  from  landfill.  In  San  Francisco,  they  can’t  go  in  any  of  the  bins,  but  there  is  no  solution  for 
what  to  do  with  them.  Laws  have  been  passed,  but  now  we  have  to  deal  with  implementation  of  laws 
through  EPR. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  today’s  presentations  are  meant  to  spark  ideas  and  participation.  The  group 
was  asked  to  discuss  what  action  to  take,  what  areas  in  extended  producer  responsibility  we  want  to  focus 
on  in  the  year  ahead,  and  how  it  intersects  with  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  existing  laws.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Charter  views  the  Commission  as  the  entity  to  help  set  policy  and  determine  how  the 
Department  as  an  organization  moves  forward.  Last  year’s  retreat  topic  on  climate  change  was  how  to 
engage  in  outreach,  so  a lot  of  time  was  spent  working  with  all  City  agencies  to  design  a climate  change 
outreach  campaign  that  would  bring  in  BART,  MUNI,  and  MTC.  The  retreat  sparked  an  ability  to  think 
broadly  about  an  issue.  Climate  change  is  being  worked  on  and  there  is  a focus  on  where  we  want  to  go  at 
this  time.  Today,  we  want  to  reach  an  understanding  on  how  we  can  take  a leadership  role  in  the  city  on 
Extended  Producer  Responsibility.  Cities  can  play  a pivotal  role.  This  issue  brings  in  all  of  the  different 
Department  disciplines  and  direction  is  needed. 

Discussion  on  Definition  of  Stewardship,  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Debbie  Raphael  reported  that  EPR  is  a broad  issue  that  so  much  of  the  Department’s  work  fits  under. 

A discussion  was  held  on  the  importance  of  presentation  in  relaying  a message  in  order  to  achieve  positive 
results.  It  was  stated  that  EPR  is  an  issue  of  waste  and  how  we  deal  with  waste.  We  are  striving  for 
industry  to  changes  it  behavior,  to  redesign  a product  so  we  can  recycle  ore  reuse  the  product  at  the  end  of 
its  life,  and  that  the  earth  not  be  poisoned  by  it.  In  order  to  reach  that  point,  a powerful  framework  is 
needed,  which  is  product  stewardship.  Ms.  Raphael  discussed  her  plan  for  an  interactive  conference  in  San 
Diego  to  discuss  stewardship.  A discussion  was  held  on  the  definition  of  stewardship,  how  to  understand 
the  term,  what  it  means  and  how  it  guides  our  communication,  upcoming  policies,  and  expected  behavior 
change.  Merriam  Webster  defines  stewardship  as  the  careful  and  responsible  management  of  something 
entrusted  to  one’s  care. 

Commissioners,  department  staff  and  public  participants  shared  their  concept  of  the  term  stewardship,  what 
industry  may  think  it  is,  and  what  it  means  in  people’s  everyday  lives  and  work.  A discussion  was  held  on 
the  term  as  it  relates  to  fundraising,  the  mission  of  the  Pesticide  Stewardship  Council,  responsible 
management,  entrustment,  industry  definitions,  and  need  for  behavior  change.  A discussion  was  held  on 
consumers’  belief  that  corporations  are  taking  care  of  us  and  providing  safe  products.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  consumers  should  not  wait  for  governments  to  set  the  bar  and  laws  to  be  stewards-producers  and 
businesses  should  understand  what  stewardship  is  and  that  the  world  is  under  their  care. 
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Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  concept  has  been  embraced  by  the  European  Union  in  the  way  they  write  and 
structure  their  laws  and  what  they  expect  industry  to  do.  There  is  a built-in  expectation  that  industry  has 
something  entrusted  in  their  care.  European  industry  is  told  to  do  all  of  the  testing  and  safety  assessments, 
and  there  is  a huge  expectation  on  industry’s  role  and  government’s  role  to  make  sure  it  is  being  done. 

There  is  a philosophical  difference  in  expectations  between  countries,  which  could  be  considered 
responsible  management.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  our  job  is  to  define  stewardship  into  terms  that 
are  something  tangible  in  the  same  context  it  has  been  done  in  Europe.  It  was  stated  that  industry’s  goal  is 
usually  to  maximize  profit  and  they  should  be  compelled  to  act  responsibly.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that 
the  fundamental  message  that  should  be  delivered  is  that  if  you  are  going  to  produce  or  sell  or  buy 
something  you  are  going  to  have  some  responsibility  for  the  state  of  that  product  throughout  its  life  cycle. 
Mr.  Haley  defined  the  concept  as  the  careful  and  responsible  management  for  something  that  you  produce, 
sell  or  use. 

Stewardship  as  Applied  to  Solid  Waste— David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director.  Presentation  (PowerPoint): 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetmgs/coe^supDorting/2007/CPSCPresentation.pot.  Topics  disCUSSed  included: 

• California  Product  Stewardship  Council  and  Universal  Waste  Ban— Changing  the  Paradigm  from  the 
responsibility  of  stewardship  of  solid  waste  from  the  rate  payers  and  government  to  producers. 

• California  Product  Stewardship  Background  and  Mission  to  change  the  paradigm. 

• The  High  Cost  of  Compliance:  example  of  Bill  Worrell,  Waste  Management  Manager,  San  Luis 
Obispo  County.  The  cost  to  comply  with  the  Universal  Waste  Ban  was  considerably  higher  than 
their  county’s  total  household  hazardous  waste  budget. 

• A Simpler  Time.  History  of  solid  waste  responsibility— Solid  waste  responsibility  became  a 
municipal  responsibility  100  years  ago  and  came  about  as  a result  of  a solid  waste  sanitation  crisis 
that  caused  public  health  issues. 

• Per  Capita  Waste  Production  and  Changing  Waste  Stream  over  time  (categories  of  waste— mineral, 
food/yard,  and  products).  The  skyrocketing  of  product  waste  over  time. 

• Disposable  and  toxic  by  design:  Reasons  for  increase  in  waste  generation  is  because  products  are 
now  designed  to  be  disposable  and  toxic. 

• U-Waste  Designed  for  Disposal.  California  Universal  Waste  ban  prohibits  hazardous  products  from 
household  trash  disposal.  Local  governments  are  responsible  for  keeping  these  products  out  of  landfills  but 
(1)  don’t  have  funding  to  enforce  state  mandated  bans;  (2)  it  is  unenforceable,  (3)  responsibility  on 
ratepayers  and  taxpayers.  U-waste  is  toxic  and  disposable  (examples  of  hazardous  and  disposable 
products  that  the  government  is  in  charge  of  keeping  out  of  the  landfill  include  batteries,  fluorescent 
light  bulbs,  mercury  switches,  electronic  equipment). 

• Cell  Phone  Waste — large  amount  of  cell  phone  waste. 

• Multi  Media:  Problems  that  are  caused:  Solid  Waste,  Hazardous  Waste,  Wastewater,  Stormwater, 
Public  Health. 

• Growth  in  CA  Total  Waste  from  1997  - 2006.  Diversion  has  increased  but  the  same  amount  of 
waste  is  being  sent  to  landfill  as  in  1990. 

• Now:  Waste  is  a Local  Responsibility  of  Government.  Local  government  is  responsible  for 
collecting  and  managing  the  disposal  of  private  goods. 

• A Better  Way  - Producer  Responsibility.  Producer  Responsibility  means  whoever  designs,  produces, 
sells,  or  uses  a product  takes  responsibility  for  minimizing  the  product's  environmental  impact 
throughout  all  stages  of  the  products'  life  cycle. 

• Return  Unused  Medications.  In  British  Columbia,  the  pharmaceutical  industry  pays  the  full  cost  of  a 
program  that  allows  customers  to  take  unused  drugs  back  to  more  than  800  pharmacies. 
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• Recycle  Your  Rechargeable  Batteries  and  Cell  Phones.  A voluntary  industry-financed  program  in 
the  United  States  and  Canada  takes  back  rechargeable  batteries  and  cell  phones,  but  lacks 
accountability  and  transparency. 

• Manufacturer  and  Retailer  Support..  The  Producer  Responsibility  idea  is  beginning  to  enjoy 
widespread  support.  Some  manufacturers  are  already  implementing  policies  and  programs  that  have 
Extended  Producer  Responsibility  components.  Retailers  are  also  beginning  to  implement  programs. 
These  programs  need  standards,  transparency  and  accountability  to  achieve  desired  results,  and  they 
need  legislative  mandates  to  be  accountable  and  effective. 

• Cradle  to  Cradle  Producer  Responsibility.  Responsibility  should  start  from  the  time  of  manufacture. 

• Take  it  Back  Network  in  Washington  State— is  a good  example  of  a program  — created  by  local 
governments  in  partnership  with  large  and  small  retailers,  charities  and  green  groups  - demonstrates 
that  retailers  can  provide  take-back  services  that  are  much  more  convenient  than  the  few  locations 
local  governments  can  provide.  It  was  instrumental  in  the  passage  of  the  first  full  producer 
responsibility  law  for  electronic  waste  in  the  U.S.  in  2006 

• Local  Government  Stewardship  Councils.  Both  in  Canada  and  here  in  the  U.S.,  local  governments 
are  getting  organized  in  product  stewardship  councils,  like  California,  and  are  pushing  for  a 
proactive  producer  responsibility  approach 

• CIWMB  and  PR  Strategic  Directive  5.  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  became  a 
state  and  national  leader  in  EPR  by  adopting  Strategic  Directive  5 in  February  2007,  which  makes 
EPR  a core  value  of  the  Board. 

• CPSC  Participants 

• EPR  Resolutions,  Ordinances,  Plans  and  Policies.  There  are  cities  and  counties  that  are  moving 
forward  with  EPR  resolutions,  ordinances,  plans  and  policies.  There  is  an  EPR  Ordinance  in  San 
Francisco  and  now  other  cities  and  counties  are  adopting  them.  Intent  is  to  (1)  lobby  for  statewide 
legislation,  (2)  encourage  City  and  Counties  and  agencies  to  join  CPSC,  and  (3)  pass  resolutions, 
ordinances,  plans  and  policies  on  local  levels. 

International  Models  for  End-of-Life  Management,  Debbie  Raphael 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  international  models  of  producer  responsibility  in  Europe  and  British  Columbia, 
Canada.  It  was  explained  that  the  CPSC  is  making  an  effort  to  be  a resource  to  the  state  to  gather 
information  on  international  systems  and  help  inform  the  way  California  is  going  to  move  forward.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  what  does  and  doesn’t  work  in  Europe  and  Canada.  It  was  stated  that  what  doesn’t 
work  is  when  government  figures  out  everything  for  everybody  and  as  a result  it  becomes  expensive  and 
inefficient.  What  works  are  directives  to  member  states  saying  that  something  has  to  be  done  and  setting 
the  bar,  but  letting  them  figure  out  implementation  methods  and  making  producers  accountable. 

A discussion  was  held  on  a collection  program  for  small  appliances  in  Austria.  Austria  created  a producer 
responsibility  organization  funded  by  industry  called  the  European  Recycling  Platform.  They  found  out  that 
when  a producer  competes  and  puts  money  into  a system  but  the  collection  infrastructure  is  done  on  a 
competitive  basis,  the  cost  per  unit  drastically  declines  and  efficiency  (number  of  collected  appliances) 
skyrockets.  (Explanatory  Document:  “Competition  Drives  Cost  Down”  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfQov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/suDDortina/2007/CompetitionDrivesCostDown.Ddf).  The  take  home 

message  is  that  when  government  sets  up  a framework  and  bar  (this  is  how  much  of  the  product  you  need  to 
collect,  this  is  what  you  do  with  it  once  you  collect  it)  and  lets  the  business  figure  out  its  implementation, 
you  have  success. 
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Other  success  examples  discussed  included  Canada’s  producer  responsibility  program  called  Product  Care 
on  paint,  where  it  is  a shared  responsibility  system  between  consumers,  producers,  and  government.  The 
funding  comes  from  the  producer,  not  from  the  taxpayer  base.  However,  this  program  leads  to  product 
redesign  for  efficiency,  assembly,  and  recycling,  but  not  to  toxicity  changes.  The  European  Union  is  trying 
to  set  a separate  bar  for  toxicity,  through  the  Restrictions  on  Hazardous  Materials  (RoHS)  Directive.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  California’s  EPR  should  aim  toward  two  parallel  processes  as  well.  It  was  explained  that 
British  Columbia  has  a framework  legislation  that  sets  up  the  intent,  the  deliverables,  what  the  goal  is,  and 
product  categories.  In  Europe,  they  don’t  have  legislation — it  is  set  up  by  directives  that  are  sector  specific. 
Ms.  Raphael  also  discussed  the  success  of  Sweden’s  Chemical  Product  Act,  where  the  responsibility  for 
toxicity  lies  with  the  people  that  market  the  product.  It  was  also  stated  that  Sweden  had  a 60  to  80  percent 
recovery  rate  for  fluorescent  bulbs. 

State  of  California-Frame  work  and  Prioritization.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  San  Francisco  adopted  the  first  EPR  resolution  in  February  2006  urging  the  state  to 
adopt  EPR  legislation.  Recently,  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  adopted  Resolution 
2007-189  for  consideration  of  general  extended  producer  responsibility  policy  options.  The  Resolution  (1) 
acknowledges  the  patchwork  of  product-specific  or  substance-specific  legislation  in  California  and  contains 
language  that  addresses  solutions;  (2)  states  that  local  governments  do  not  have  the  liability  or  resources  to 
address  the  costs  associated  with  proper  end-of-life  management  of  problematic  products  and  the  rising 
volume  of  discarded  products  and  (3)  producers  should  assume  responsibility  for  safe  stewardship.  The 
Resolution  also  states  that  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  lacks  legislative  authority  to 
develop  and  implement  mandatory  product  stewardship  programs. 

Mr.  Haley  explained  that  the  Board  adopted  Strategic  Directive  5 that  states  that  it  is  a core  value  of  the 
CIWMB  that  producers  assume  the  responsibility  for  safe  stewardship  of  their  materials  in  order  to  promote 
environmental  sustainability.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  Resolution  2007-189  had  been  revised,  and  that  the 
previous  version  contained  stronger  language  about  pursuing  the  legislative  process,  but  the  revised  version 
is  still  headed  in  the  right  direction.  The  Board  wants  to  hold  a stakeholder  and  consultation  workshop  on 
November  14  that  will  be  attended  by  Department  staff.  Mr.  Haley  discussed  the  overall  framework  for  the 
EPR  system  in  California  (Attachment  1)  that  is  intended  to  guide  proposals  to  seek  statutory  changes  to 
provide  the  Board  with  the  authority  to  develop  and  carry  out  state  government  roles  and  responsibilities.  It 
was  indicated  that  the  framework  does  not  address  penalties  or  alternatives.  Board  staff  had  conducted  a 
workshop  and  recommended  products/categories  as  well  as  evaluated  various  policy  options  for  Board 
recommendation.  Explanatory  Document:  CIWMB  Resolution  EPR  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/supportinq/2007/CIWMBResEPR.pdf) 

Mr.  Haley  discussed  Attachment  3 of  the  Resolution,  Analysis  of  Product  Selection  (Word), 

http://web1.sfQov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/supportinq/2007/Attch3PrioritvProductanalvsis.doc  which  is  a 
methodology  that  involves  qualitative  and  quantitative  types  of  analysis  to  determine  a list  of  products, 
evaluation  criteria,  and  consists  of  a screening  process  to  identify  suitable  products.  The  product  list  consists 
of  five  product  types,  major  appliances,  paint,  mercury-containing  lamps,  batteries  and  electronics.  Mr. 
Haley  stated  that  he  agrees  with  the  framework  and  that  what  is  needed  is  to  get  the  Board’s  support,  to 
include  a few  more  product  categories,  and  to  influence  industry  leaders  from  each  product  category  to 
1 support  the  Resolution  in  order  for  it  to  pass  it  in  California. 
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Emerging  Issues  and  Product  Categories — Potential  Actions 

• Zero  waste:  appliances  and  packaging.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  San  Francisco’s 
diversion  numbers  for  2005  is  69%,  and  we  can  reach  85%;  but  to  get  to  zero  waste  by  2020  we’ll 
need  to  reformulate  about  1 5%  of  the  product  through  extended  producer  responsibility  and 
reformulation  of  products  (composite  products,  plastics,  or  assembled  products).  A discussion  was 
held  on  product  categories  that  should  be  targeted  (furniture,  mattresses,  PVC,  Styrofoam,  gum, 
film,  plastic,  diapers,  etc.).  Commissioners  and  retreat  participants  provided  their  suggestions  on 
potential  actions.  Suggestions  included  setting  priorities  for  specific  product  categories,  consumer 
responsibility  campaigns,  sharing  responsibility  between  government,  consumers,  and  producers. 

Mr.  Haley  stated  that  the  main  focus  should  be  on  toxic  products  in  addition  to  mandatory 
composting  and  recycling  of  non-toxic  products. 

A discussion  was  held  on  Canada’s  funding  mechanism  for  their  blue  bins  recycling  program  where 
producers  pay  for  half  of  the  program.  There  is  a third  party  stewardship  organization  that  collects 
money  from  all  of  the  different  canned,  bottle,  packaging,  manufacturing  producers  based  on  what 
percent  of  the  program  they  feed  into  and  what  material  it  is.  There  may  be  more  costs  associated 
with  some  products  based  on  the  cost  of  recycling  the  product  (more  expensive  products  to  recycle 
may  include  appliances,  furniture,  mattresses,  big  bulky  items).  Additional  suggestions  were  to 
consume  less,  redesign  products,  create  bans  on  certain  products,  share  costs,  reduce  creation  and 
purchase  of  things  that  are  not  recyclable,  and  charge  a prorated  share  of  recycling  costs  to  producers 
(Canadian  model).  Things  that  are  not  compostable  or  recyclable  should  not  be  sold  or  should  go 
back  to  the  manufacturers  to  deal  with. 

• Computers.  Computers  monitors  are  full  of  lead,  mercury,  other  heavy  metals,  contain  a mixture  of 
things  that  can  and  can’t  be  recycled,  and  are  designed  to  be  obsolete.  A discussion  was  held  on 
ways  to  provide  incentives  for  manufacturers  to  redesign  computers  to  be  “green.”  Director 
Blumenfeld  suggested  that  computers  receive  labeling  for  green  design  that  addresses  recycling  and 
energy  efficiency  similar  to  “Energy  Star”  labeling  for  appliances.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  on  State 
Bill  AB48  http://www.leqinfo.ca.Qov/cqi-bin/Dostauerv?bill  number=ab  48&sess=CUR&house=B&author=saldana  on 
“Hazardous  waste:  electronic  waste”  that  is  similar  to  the  RoHS  Directive  in  Europe  that  addresses 
redesign  requirements.  Additional  discussions  were  around  EPEAT  EPA  standards,  leasing 
computer  services  instead  of  purchasing  computers,  availability  and  purchasing  of  green  computers, 
and  adding  a purchasing  standard  into  the  City’s  Precautionary  Purchasing. 

• Pharmaceuticals.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  there  is  no  proper  disposal  of  pharmaceuticals  at  this 
time  and  discussed  the  need  for  producers  to  provide  a “take  it  back”  program.  It  was  stated  that  in 
Canada  and  Europe  you  are  able  to  take  pharmaceuticals  back  to  where  you  bought  the  product. 
AB48  would  give  money  to  cities  to  help  defray  costs  of  take-back  programs.  The  Drug 
Enforcement  Agency  only  allows  for  controlled  substances  to  be  taken  back  by  the  Police 
Department  and  certified  reverse  distributors.  A discussion  was  held  on  the  safety  of  our  recycled 
water  program  due  to  the  improper  disposal  of  pharmaceuticals. 

• Fluorescent  lights.  Fluorescent  lights  contain  mercury  and  the  cost  of  recycling  the  product  is  more 
than  the  cost  of  the  product  itself.  State  intervention  is  required  in  order  to  create  an  efficient  system 
and  keep  the  cost  down. 

• Batteries.  A program  has  to  be  done  on  a big  scale  to  keep  the  cost  down  for  recovering  materials. 
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Wrap  up  and  Action  Steps 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  creating  successful  consumer  campaigns  through  outreach.  Suggestions 
included  rightsizing  garbage,  consumer  responsibility  (do  not  buy  a product  it  if  you  don’t  need  it,  don’t  buy 
it  new  if  you  can  buy  it  used,  repair  it,  give  it  to  someone  else,  recycle  it,  unwrap  it  in  the  store,  bring 
packaging  back  to  the  store),  less  consumption).  It  was  stated  that  strong  messaging  is  needed  and  can  be 
done  through  pro  bono  firms  and  ads.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  Commission’s  Policy 
Committee  discuss  EPR  issues  in  depth  at  future  meetings. 

6.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  There  were  no 
announcements  made  at  this  time. 

7.  NEW  BUSINESS/FUTURE  AGENDA  ITEMS  (Discussion).  This  item  was  heard  throughout  the 
meeting. 

8.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Ms.  Wuerfel  suggested  that  agendas  be 
published  earlier  than  they  currently  are  in  order  to  involve  more  of  the  public. 

9.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Commission  Retreat  adjourned  at  2: 1 5 p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of9a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website  at 
http :// sfgov.org/site/ sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=6 1004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(a).sfsov.  or  2. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved: 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
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Tuesday,  October  2,  2007, 10:00  A.M. 
PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  PIER  ONE 
CONFERENCE  ROOM  BAYSIDE  1 - 4 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


SPECIAL  MEETING-  RETREAT 
APPROVED  MINUTES 


documents  dept 

N0V  f 5 2007 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth 
Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:15 
a.m.  Present:  Vice-President  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Rodriguez  Heyman. 
Absent:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  and  Commissioner  King. 

2.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Ms.  Wuerfel  complimented  the  Commission 
on  the  location  selected  for  the  meeting. 

3.  INTRODUCTIONS.  Department  staff  members  introduced  themselves  and  reported  on  their  assigned 
program  area  and  work  projects.  Commissioners  and  public  in  attendance  introduced  themselves. 

4.  DIRECTOR’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  Director  Blumenfeld 
discussed  the  meeting  topic  and  format  and  recommended  that  comments  be  provided  interactively 
throughout  the  meeting. 

5.  EXTENDED  PRODUCER  RESPONSIBILITY  (EPR):  Definition:  Whoever  designs,  produces,  sells  or 
uses  a product  takes  responsibility  for  minimizing  its  environmental  impact  through  all  stages  of  the 
product's  life  cycle.  The  producer,  having  the  greatest  ability  to  minimize  impacts  has  the  most 
responsibility.  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  California  Product  Stewardship 
Council  on  “A  Better  Way  Product  Stewardship”  (PDF)  http://caproductstewardship.org/assets/ndf/CPSC  Handout  Final.pdf  and 
Presentation  (PowerPoint  http://webl.sfgov.ore/site/unloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CPSCPresentation.ppt) 

Opening  Remarks  on  Product  Stewardship  and  Extended  Producer  Responsibility — Jared 
Blumenfeld,  Director. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  at  last  year’s  retreat,  the  subject  of  climate  change  was  the  main  focus, 
and  continues  to  be  one  of  the  Department’s  main-focus.  This  year’s  retreat  topic,  Extended  Producer 
Responsibility  is  an  issue  that  is  a critical  element  of  everything  that  the  Department  does  throughout  all 
programs.  It  was  stated  that  we  live  in  a society  that  is  consumer  driven-70%  of  our  gross  domestic 
product  is  based  on  buying  things-European  countries  are  around  40%.  Our  entire  economy  is  driven  by 
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consumption  which  has  led  to  a lot  of  waste  in  energy,  water,  natural  resources  and  to  a disposable  society; 
e.g.,  whether  it  is  plastic  water  bottles,  plastic  bags,  or  styrofoam  take-out  containers.  Consumers  sometimes 
believe  that  these  are  items  that  could  be  disposed  of  freely  anywhere  because  they  were  free.  The  fact  that 
it  took  a lot  of  resources  to  make  that  product  and  that  some  of  those  resources  lead  to  toxic  issues  and 
disposal  difficulties  is  not  the  concern  of  manufacturers  at  the  moment.  Part  of  the  advantage  of  living  in  a 
globalized  society  is  that  we  have  companies  in  the  United  States  that  have  to  meet  European  Union 
mandates  around  packaging  and  take-back  products. 

Director  Blumenfeld  asked  for  the  Commission’s  support  on  how  the  Department  can  help  move  Extended 
Producer  Responsibility  forward  and  how  to  prioritize.  There  are  so  many  products,  what  do  we  want  to 
prioritize,  e.g.,  paints,  light  bulbs,  appliances,  packaging,  etc.  For  instance,  we  passed  laws  banning 
electronic  waste  from  landfill.  In  San  Francisco,  they  can’t  go  in  any  of  the  bins,  but  there  is  no  solution  for 
what  to  do  with  them.  Laws  have  been  passed,  but  now  we  have  to  deal  with  implementation  of  laws 
through  EPR. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  today’s  presentations  are  meant  to  spark  ideas  and  participation.  The  group 
was  asked  to  discuss  what  action  to  take,  what  areas  in  extended  producer  responsibility  we  want  to  focus 
on  in  the  year  ahead,  and  how  it  intersects  with  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  existing  laws.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Charter  views  the  Commission  as  the  entity  to  help  set  policy  and  determine  how  the 
Department  as  an  organization  moves  forward.  Last  year’s  retreat  topic  on  climate  change  was  how  to 
engage  in  outreach,  so  a lot  of  time  was  spent  working  with  all  City  agencies  to  design  a climate  change 
outreach  campaign  that  would  bring  in  BART,  MUNI,  and  MTC.  The  retreat  sparked  an  ability  to  think 
broadly  about  an  issue.  Climate  change  is  being  worked  on  and  there  is  a focus  on  where  we  want  to  go  at 
this  time.  Today,  we  want  to  reach  an  understanding  on  how  we  can  take  a leadership  role  in  the  city  on 
Extended  Producer  Responsibility.  Cities  can  play  a pivotal  role.  This  issue  brings  in  all  of  the  different 
Department  disciplines  and  direction  is  needed. 

Discussion  on  Definition  of  Stewardship,  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Debbie  Raphael  reported  that  EPR  is  a broad  issue  that  so  much  of  the  Department’s  work  fits  under. 

A discussion  was  held  on  the  importance  of  presentation  in  relaying  a message  in  order  to  achieve  positive 
results.  It  was  stated  that  EPR  is  an  issue  of  waste  and  how  we  deal  with  waste.  We  are  striving  for 
industry  to  changes  it  behavior,  to  redesign  a product  so  we  can  recycle  ore  reuse  the  product  at  the  end  of 
its  life,  and  that  the  earth  not  be  poisoned  by  it.  In  order  to  reach  that  point,  a powerful  framework  is 
needed,  which  is  product  stewardship.  Ms.  Raphael  discussed  her  plan  for  an  interactive  conference  in  San 
Diego  to  discuss  stewardship.  A discussion  was  held  on  the  definition  of  stewardship,  how  to  understand 
the  term,  what  it  means  and  how  it  guides  our  communication,  upcoming  policies,  and  expected  behavior 
change.  Merriam  Webster  defines  stewardship  as  the  careful  and  responsible  management  of  something 
entrusted  to  one’s  care. 

Commissioners,  department  staff  and  public  participants  shared  their  concept  of  the  term  stewardship,  what 
industry  may  think  it  is,  and  what  it  means  in  people’s  everyday  lives  and  work.  A discussion  was  held  on 
the  term  as  it  relates  to  fundraising,  the  mission  of  the  Pesticide  Stewardship  Council,  responsible 
management,  entrustment,  industry  definitions,  and  need  for  behavior  change.  A discussion  was  held  on 
consumers’  belief  that  corporations  are  taking  care  of  us  and  providing  safe  products.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  consumers  should  not  wait  for  governments  to  set  the  bar  and  laws  to  be  stewards— producers  and 
businesses  should  understand  what  stewardship  is  and  that  the  world  is  under  their  care. 
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Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  concept  has  been  embraced  by  the  European  Union  in  the  way  they  write  and 
structure  their  laws  and  what  they  expect  industry  to  do.  There  is  a built-in  expectation  that  industry  has 
something  entrusted  in  their  care.  European  industry  is  told  to  do  all  of  the  testing  and  safety  assessments, 
and  there  is  a huge  expectation  on  industry’s  role  and  government’s  role  to  make  sure  it  is  being  done. 

There  is  a philosophical  difference  in  expectations  between  countries,  which  could  be  considered 
responsible  management.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  our  job  is  to  define  stewardship  into  terms  that 
are  something  tangible  in  the  same  context  it  has  been  done  in  Europe.  It  was  stated  that  industry’s  goal  is 
usually  to  maximize  profit  and  they  should  be  compelled  to  act  responsibly.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that 
the  fundamental  message  that  should  be  delivered  is  that  if  you  are  going  to  produce  or  sell  or  buy 
something  you  are  going  to  have  some  responsibility  for  the  state  of  that  product  throughout  its  life  cycle. 
Mr.  Haley  defined  the  concept  as  the  careful  and  responsible  management  for  something  that  you  produce, 
sell  or  use. 

Stewardship  as  Applied  to  Solid  Waste — David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director.  Presentation  (PowerPoint): 

http://webl.sfgov.org/siteWloadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/CPSCPresentation.ppt.  Topics  disCUSSed  included: 

• California  Product  Stewardship  Council  and  Universal  Waste  Ban— Changing  the  Paradigm  from  the 
responsibility  of  stewardship  of  solid  waste  from  the  rate  payers  and  government  to  producers. 

• California  Product  Stewardship  Background  and  Mission  to  change  the  paradigm. 

• The  High  Cost  of  Compliance:  example  of  Bill  Worrell,  Waste  Management  Manager,  San  Luis 
Obispo  County.  The  cost  to  comply  with  the  Universal  Waste  Ban  was  considerably  higher  than 
their  county’s  total  household  hazardous  waste  budget. 

• A Simpler  Time.  History  of  solid  waste  responsibility— Solid  waste  responsibility  became  a 
municipal  responsibility  100  years  ago  and  came  about  as  a result  of  a solid  waste  sanitation  crisis 
that  caused  public  health  issues. 

• Per  Capita  Waste  Production  and  Changing  Waste  Stream  over  time  (categories  of  waste— mineral, 
food/yard,  and  products).  The  skyrocketing  of  product  waste  over  time. 

• Disposable  and  toxic  by  design:  Reasons  for  increase  in  waste  generation  is  because  products  are 
now  designed  to  be  disposable  and  toxic. 

• U-Waste  Designed  for  Disposal.  California  Universal  Waste  ban  prohibits  hazardous  products  from 
household  trash  disposal.  Local  governments  are  responsible  for  keeping  these  products  out  of  landfills  but 
(1)  don’t  have  funding  to  enforce  state  mandated  bans;  (2)  it  is  unenforceable,  (3)  responsibility  on 
ratepayers  and  taxpayers.  U-waste  is  toxic  and  disposable  (examples  of  hazardous  and  disposable 
products  that  the  government  is  in  charge  of  keeping  out  of  the  landfill  include  batteries,  fluorescent 
light  bulbs,  mercury  switches,  electronic  equipment). 

• Cell  Phone  Waste — large  amount  of  cell  phone  waste. 

• Multi  Media:  Problems  that  are  caused:  Solid  Waste,  Hazardous  Waste,  Wastewater,  Stormwater, 
Public  Health. 

• Growth  in  CA  Total  Waste  from  1997  - 2006.  Diversion  has  increased  but  the  same  amount  of 
waste  is  being  sent  to  landfill  as  in  1990. 

• Now:  Waste  is  a Local  Responsibility  of  Government.  Local  government  is  responsible  for 
collecting  and  managing  the  disposal  of  private  goods. 

• A Better  Way  - Producer  Responsibility.  Producer  Responsibility  means  whoever  designs,  produces, 
sells,  or  uses  a product  takes  responsibility  for  minimizing  the  product's  environmental  impact 
throughout  all  stages  of  the  products'  life  cycle. 

• Return  Unused  Medications.  In  British  Columbia,  the  pharmaceutical  industry  pays  the  full  cost  of  a 
program  that  allows  customers  to  take  unused  drugs  back  to  more  than  800  pharmacies. 
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• Recycle  Your  Rechargeable  Batteries  and  Cell  Phones.  A voluntary  industry-financed  program  in 
the  United  States  and  Canada  takes  back  rechargeable  batteries  and  cell  phones,  but  lacks 
accountability  and  transparency. 

• Manufacturer  and  Retailer  Support.  The  Producer  Responsibility  idea  is  beginning  to  enjoy 
widespread  support.  Some  manufacturers  are  already  implementing  policies  and  programs  that  have 
Extended  Producer  Responsibility  components.  Retailers  are  also  beginning  to  implement  programs. 
These  programs  need  standards,  transparency  and  accountability  to  achieve  desired  results,  and  they 
need  legislative  mandates  to  be  accountable  and  effective. 

• Cradle  to  Cradle  Producer  Responsibility.  Responsibility  should  start  from  the  time  of  manufacture. 

• Take  it  Back  Network  in  Washington  State-is  a good  example  of  a program  — created  by  local 
governments  in  partnership  with  large  and  small  retailers,  charities  and  green  groups  — demonstrates 
that  retailers  can  provide  take-back  services  that  are  much  more  convenient  than  the  few  locations 
local  governments  can  provide.  It  was  instrumental  in  the  passage  of  the  first  full  producer 
responsibility  law  for  electronic  waste  in  the  U.S.  in  2006 

• Local  Government  Stewardship  Councils.  Both  in  Canada  and  here  in  the  U.S.,  local  governments 
are  getting  organized  in  product  stewardship  councils,  like  California,  and  are  pushing  for  a 
proactive  producer  responsibility  approach 

• CIWMB  and  PR  Strategic  Directive  5.  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  became  a 
state  and  national  leader  in  EPR  by  adopting  Strategic  Directive  5 in  February  2007,  which  makes 
EPR  a core  value  of  the  Board. 

• CPSC  Participants 

• EPR  Resolutions,  Ordinances,  Plans  and  Policies.  There  are  cities  and  counties  that  are  moving 
forward  with  EPR  resolutions,  ordinances,  plans  and  policies.  There  is  an  EPR  Ordinance  in  San 
Francisco  and  now  other  cities  and  counties  are  adopting  them.  Intent  is  to  ( 1 ) lobby  for  statewide 
legislation,  (2)  encourage  City  and  Counties  and  agencies  to  join  CPSC,  and  (3)  pass  resolutions, 
ordinances,  plans  and  policies  on  local  levels. 

International  Models  for  End-of-Life  Management,  Debbie  Raphael 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  international  models  of  producer  responsibility  in  Europe  and  British  Columbia, 
Canada.  It  was  explained  that  the  CPSC  is  making  an  effort  to  be  a resource  to  the  state  to  gather 
information  on  international  systems  and  help  inform  the  way  California  is  going  to  move  forward.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  what  does  and  doesn’t  work  in  Europe  and  Canada.  It  was  stated  that  what  doesn’t 
work  is  when  government  figures  out  everything  for  everybody  and  as  a result  it  becomes  expensive  and 
inefficient.  What  works  are  directives  to  member  states  saying  that  something  has  to  be  done  and  setting 
the  bar,  but  letting  them  figure  out  implementation  methods  and  making  producers  accountable. 

A discussion  was  held  on  a collection  program  for  small  appliances  in  Austria.  Austria  created  a producer 
responsibility  organization  funded  by  industry  called  the  European  Recycling  Platform.  They  found  out  that 
when  a producer  competes  and  puts  money  into  a system  but  the  collection  infrastructure  is  done  on  a 
competitive  basis,  the  cost  per  unit  drastically  declines  and  efficiency  (number  of  collected  appliances) 
skyrockets.  (Explanatory  Document:  “Competition  Drives  Cost  Down”  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/suDDortina/2007/ComDetitionDrivesCostDown.pdf).  The  take  home 

message  is  that  when  government  sets  up  a framework  and  bar  (this  is  how  much  of  the  product  you  need  to 
collect,  this  is  what  you  do  with  it  once  you  collect  it)  and  lets  the  business  figure  out  its  implementation, 
you  have  success. 
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Other  success  examples  discussed  included  Canada’s  producer  responsibility  program  called  Product  Care 
on  paint,  where  it  is  a shared  responsibility  system  between  consumers,  producers,  and  government.  The 
funding  comes  from  the  producer,  not  from  the  taxpayer  base.  However,  this  program  leads  to  product 
redesign  for  efficiency,  assembly,  and  recycling,  but  not  to  toxicity  changes.  The  European  Union  is  trying 
to  set  a separate  bar  for  toxicity,  through  the  Restrictions  on  Hazardous  Materials  (RoHS)  Directive.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  California’s  EPR  should  aim  toward  two  parallel  processes  as  well.  It  was  explained  that 
British  Columbia  has  a framework  legislation  that  sets  up  the  intent,  the  deliverables,  what  the  goal  is,  and 
product  categories.  In  Europe,  they  don’t  have  legislation — it  is  set  up  by  directives  that  are  sector  specific. 
Ms.  Raphael  also  discussed  the  success  of  Sweden’s  Chemical  Product  Act,  where  the  responsibility  for 
toxicity  lies  with  the  people  that  market  the  product.  It  was  also  stated  that  Sweden  had  a 60  to  80  percent 
recovery  rate  for  fluorescent  bulbs. 

State  of  California-Framework  and  Prioritization.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  San  Francisco  adopted  the  first  EPR  resolution  in  February  2006  urging  the  state  to 
adopt  EPR  legislation.  Recently,  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  adopted  Resolution 
2007-189  for  consideration  of  general  extended  producer  responsibility  policy  options.  The  Resolution  (1) 
acknowledges  the  patchwork  of  product-specific  or  substance-specific  legislation  in  California  and  contains 
language  that  addresses  solutions;  (2)  states  that  local  governments  do  not  have  the  liability  or  resources  to 
address  the  costs  associated  with  proper  end-of-life  management  of  problematic  products  and  the  rising 
volume  of  discarded  products  and  (3)  producers  should  assume  responsibility  for  safe  stewardship.  The 
Resolution  also  states  that  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  lacks  legislative  authority  to 
develop  and  implement  mandatory  product  stewardship  programs. 

Mr.  Haley  explained  that  the  Board  adopted  Strategic  Directive  5 that  states  that  it  is  a core  value  of  the 
CIWMB  that  producers  assume  the  responsibility  for  safe  stewardship  of  their  materials  in  order  to  promote 
environmental  sustainability.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  Resolution  2007-189  had  been  revised,  and  that  the 
previous  version  contained  stronger  language  about  pursuing  the  legislative  process,  but  the  revised  version 
is  still  headed  in  the  right  direction.  The  Board  wants  to  hold  a stakeholder  and  consultation  workshop  on 
November  14  that  will  be  attended  by  Department  staff.  Mr.  Haley  discussed  the  overall  framework  for  the 
EPR  system  in  California  (Attachment  1)  that  is  intended  to  guide  proposals  to  seek  statutory  changes  to 
provide  the  Board  with  the  authority  to  develop  and  carry  out  state  government  roles  and  responsibilities.  It 
was  indicated  that  the  framework  does  not  address  penalties  or  alternatives.  Board  staff  had  conducted  a 
workshop  and  recommended  products/categories  as  well  as  evaluated  various  policy  options  for  Board 
recommendation.  Explanatory  Document:  CIWMB  Resolution  EPR  (PDF) 

http://web1. sfQov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/5fenvironment/meetinas/coe/suDDortinq/2007/CIWMBResEPR. pdf) 

Mr.  Haley  discussed  Attachment  3 of  the  Resolution,  Analysis  of  Product  Selection  (Word), 

http://web1.sfgov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/coe/suDDortina/2007/Attch3PrioritvProductanalvsis.doc  which  is  a 
methodology  that  involves  qualitative  and  quantitative  types  of  analysis  to  determine  a list  of  products, 
evaluation  criteria,  and  consists  of  a screening  process  to  identify  suitable  products.  The  product  list  consists 
of  five  product  types,  major  appliances,  paint,  mercury-containing  lamps,  batteries  and  electronics.  Mr. 
Haley  stated  that  he  agrees  with  the  framework  and  that  what  is  needed  is  to  get  the  Board’s  support,  to 
include  a few  more  product  categories,  and  to  influence  industry  leaders  from  each  product  category  to 
support  the  Resolution  in  order  for  it  to  pass  it  in  California. 
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Emerging  Issues  and  Product  Categories— Potential  Actions 

• Zero  waste:  appliances  and  packaging.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  San  Francisco’s 
diversion  numbers  for  2005  is  69%,  and  we  can  reach  85%;  but  to  get  to  zero  waste  by  2020  we’ll 
need  to  reformulate  about  1 5%  of  the  product  through  extended  producer  responsibility  and 
reformulation  of  products  (composite  products,  plastics,  or  assembled  products).  A discussion  was 
held  on  product  categories  that  should  be  targeted  (furniture,  mattresses,  PVC,  Styrofoam,  gum, 
film,  plastic,  diapers,  etc.).  Commissioners  and  retreat  participants  provided  their  suggestions  on 
potential  actions.  Suggestions  included  setting  priorities  for  specific  product  categories,  consumer 
responsibility  campaigns,  sharing  responsibility  between  government,  consumers,  and  producers. 

Mr.  Haley  stated  that  the  main  focus  should  be  on  toxic  products  in  addition  to  mandatory 
composting  and  recycling  of  non-toxic  products. 

A discussion  was  held  on  Canada’s  funding  mechanism  for  their  blue  bins  recycling  program  where 
producers  pay  for  half  of  the  program.  There  is  a third  party  stewardship  organization  that  collects 
money  from  all  of  the  different  canned,  bottle,  packaging,  manufacturing  producers  based  on  what 
percent  of  the  program  they  feed  into  and  what  material  it  is.  There  may  be  more  costs  associated 
with  some  products  based  on  the  cost  of  recycling  the  product  (more  expensive  products  to  recycle 
may  include  appliances,  furniture,  mattresses,  big  bulky  items).  Additional  suggestions  were  to 
consume  less,  redesign  products,  create  bans  on  certain  products,  share  costs,  reduce  creation  and 
purchase  of  things  that  are  not  recyclable,  and  charge  a prorated  share  of  recycling  costs  to  producers 
(Canadian  model).  Things  that  are  not  compostable  or  recyclable  should  not  be  sold  or  should  go 
back  to  the  manufacturers  to  deal  with. 

• Computers.  Computers  monitors  are  full  of  lead,  mercury,  other  heavy  metals,  contain  a mixture  of 
things  that  can  and  can’t  be  recycled,  and  are  designed  to  be  obsolete.  A discussion  was  held  on 
ways  to  provide  incentives  for  manufacturers  to  redesign  computers  to  be  “green.”  Director 
Blumenfeld  suggested  that  computers  receive  labeling  for  green  design  that  addresses  recycling  and 
energy  efficiency  similar  to  “Energy  Star”  labeling  for  appliances.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  on  State 
Bill  AB48  httD://www.leainfo.ca.Qov/cqi-bin/postQuerv?bill  number=ab  48&sess=CUR&house=B&author=saldana  on 
“Hazardous  waste:  electronic  waste”  that  is  similar  to  the  RoHS  Directive  in  Europe  that  addresses 
redesign  requirements.  Additional  discussions  were  around  EPEAT  EPA  standards,  leasing 
computer  services  instead  of  purchasing  computers,  availability  and  purchasing  of  green  computers, 
and  adding  a purchasing  standard  into  the  City’s  Precautionary  Purchasing. 

• Pharmaceuticals.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  there  is  no  proper  disposal  of  pharmaceuticals  at  this 
time  and  discussed  the  need  for  producers  to  provide  a “take  it  back”  program.  It  was  stated  that  in 
Canada  and  Europe  you  are  able  to  take  pharmaceuticals  back  to  where  you  bought  the  product. 
AB48  would  give  money  to  cities  to  help  defray  costs  of  take-back  programs.  The  Drug 
Enforcement  Agency  only  allows  for  controlled  substances  to  be  taken  back  by  the  Police 
Department  and  certified  reverse  distributors.  A discussion  was  held  on  the  safety  of  our  recycled 
water  program  due  to  the  improper  disposal  of  pharmaceuticals. 

• Fluorescent  lights.  Fluorescent  lights  contain  mercury  and  the  cost  of  recycling  the  product  is  more 
than  the  cost  of  the  product  itself.  State  intervention  is  required  in  order  to  create  an  efficient  system 
and  keep  the  cost  down. 

• Batteries.  A program  has  to  be  done  on  a big  scale  to  keep  the  cost  down  for  recovering  materials. 
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Wrap  up  and  Action  Steps 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  creating  successful  consumer  campaigns  through  outreach.  Suggestions 
included  rightsizing  garbage,  consumer  responsibility  (do  not  buy  a product  it  if  you  don’t  need  it,  don’t  buy 
it  new  if  you  can  buy  it  used,  repair  it,  give  it  to  someone  else,  recycle  it,  unwrap  it  in  the  store,  bring 
packaging  back  to  the  store),  less  consumption).  It  was  stated  that  strong  messaging  is  needed  and  can  be 
done  through  pro  bono  firms  and  ads.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  Commission’s  Policy 
Committee  discuss  EPR  issues  in  depth  at  future  meetings. 

6.  PRESIDENT’S  ANNOUNCEMENTS  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  There  were  no 
announcements  made  at  this  time. 

7.  NEW  BUSINESS/FUTURE  AGENDA  ITEMS  (Discussion).  This  item  was  heard  throughout  the 
meeting. 

8.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Ms.  Wuerfel  suggested  that  agendas  be 
published  earlier  than  they  currently  are  in  order  to  involve  more  of  the  public. 

9.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Commission  Retreat  adjourned  at  2: 1 5 p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission  ’ s office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website  at 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish(d)/sfsov.  or  2. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)355-3709 
FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved:  November  14,  2007 
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*The  Tuesday,  November  27,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Commission  meeting  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  has 
been  RESCHEDULED  to  NOVEMBER  14,  2007  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Women’s  Building,  3543  18th  Street. 

COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President),  Johanna  Wald  (Vice-President),  Ruth  Gravanis, 
Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman,  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  and  Alan  Mok 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 


2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  25,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  and  October  2,  2007  Special 
Meeting  Retreat  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  September  25,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting 
(HTML))  http://sfgQv.org/site'sfenviromnent  page.asp?id=68978  and  October  2,  2007  Special  Meeting  Retreat  (HTML) 
http://sfgov.org/site,sfenvironment  page.asp?id=69897  (Discussion  and  Action). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 


4.  Implementation  of  San  Francisco's  phthalate  ban,  discuss  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  families  to  test  their 
home  products  for  the  presence  of  toxic  chemicals,  and  explore  options  for  future  action  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 
STAFF  SPEAKER:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 


5. 


i 

6. 


Overview  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  School  Education  Programs  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Tamar  Hurwitz,  Environmental  Education  Manager  and 
Rachel  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator 

Greening  of  Schoolyards  in  San  Francisco  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKER:  Arden  Bucklin,  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  Executive  Director 


7.  Challenges  and  Changes  to  School  Lunch  Nutrition  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Paula  Jones,  San  Francisco  Food  Systems  Director  and 
School  Health  Program  Representative 


8.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word). 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence 
Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation 

9.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  October  16,  2007  and  review 
the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Wednesday,  January  16,  2008,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 Grove  Street. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Wald  will  highlight  the  meeting  of  Monday,  October  22,  2007  and  will  review 
the  agenda  for  the  upcoming  meeting  on  Monday,  November  19,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  to  be  held  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421. 

11.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Nelly  Sun,  Senior  Management  Assistant  to  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  will 
give  updates  on  SFE  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning, 
Climate  Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

12.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

13.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

14.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion) 

15.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda. 

16.  Adjournment 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  January  22,  2008  at  City 
Hall,  Room  416. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9 a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission 's  website  at 

httD://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id-61004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  (4) 
upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish(d),sf2ov.  or 2 within  three  business  days  of  a meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of 
this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 
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Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  but  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
: item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  President.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5 minutes,  the  President  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Commission  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
•■agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Commission  is  limited  to: 

1 . Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a matter  at  a subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  on  November  14,  2007  will  be  held  at  the  Women’s  Building  at  3543  1 8th 
Street,  Audre  Lorde  Room,  in  San  Francisco.  All  rooms  are  wheelchair  accessible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive 
to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical 
sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY) 
for  additional  information. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use 
of  a reader  during  a meeting,  a sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please 
contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if 
possible. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils, 
land  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that 
deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review.  For  more 
information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail: 
sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City’s  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by 
the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  & Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 

25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112,  web  site  at 
www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a part  of  the 
official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  members.  Any  written 
comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by 
5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time 
may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Commission,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the 
public. 

How  to  Get  Here 

Telephone  & Fax 

T:  415-431-1180;  F:  415-861-8969 

Transit:  Plan  your  trip  using  the  transit  Trip  Planner! 

• Take  BART  to  the  16th  Street  Station. 

• Muni  bus  lines  serving  this  area:  14,  22,  26,  33,  49  and  the  J Church. 

By  Car:  Check  the  online  map 
Check  traffic  at  511.org 

Parking: 

• Parking  is  available  at  two  city  garages,  each  3 blocks  away. 

For  rates,  contact  the  SF  Department  of  Parking  & Traffic. 

o Mission/Bartlett  Garage, 

3255  21st  Street  (between  Valencia  and  Mission). 

415-821-6715 
o 1 6th  St/Hoff  Garage, 

16th  & Hoff  Gust  above  16th  St  Bart). 

415-861-4048 

• Street  parking  is  available,  both  metered  and  non-metered. 

Caution:  Between  the  hours  of  4pm  & 6pm  on  weekdays,  there  is  a tow-away  zone  on 
Eighteenth  St  opposite  the  Building. 
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*The  Tuesday,  November  27,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Commission  meeting  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416 
was  RESCHEDULED  to  NOVEMBER  14,  2007  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Women’s  Building,  3543  18,h  Street. 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth 

Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m. 

Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  (5:35  p.m.),  Vice-President  Wald  (5:10  p.m.),  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King 
(5:30  p.m.),  Martin,  Mok,  and  Rodriguez  Heyman.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Commissioner  Gravanis  was  elected  Chair  for  the  meeting  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Rodriguez  Heyman;  Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Pelosi  Jr., 
and  Wald). 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  25,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  and  October  2,  2007 
Special  Meeting  Retreat  (Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  September  25,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok,  Rodriguez  Heyman,  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioners  King  and 
Pelosi  Jr.)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the 
October  2,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok, 
Rodriguez  Heyman  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioners  King  and  Pelosi  Jr.).  (Explanatory  Documents: 
Approved  Minutes  of  the  September  25,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML)) 
http://sfgov.org/site'sfenvironment_page.asp?id=68978  and  October  2,  2007  Special  Meeting  Retreat  (HTML) 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenviro  nment_page.asp?id=69897) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Mr.  Brent  Plater,  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  Big  Year  www.ggnrabigyear.org  requested  that  the  Commission  consider  a 
Resolution  to  support  the  Big  Year  project  and  provided  background  information.  It  was  stated  that  the 
GGNRA  has  more  endangered  species  than  any  other  national  park  in  Continental  North  America.  Mr. 
Plater  indicated  that  people  would  be  taken  out  on  guided  trips  to  GGNRA  habitats  to  see  every  one  of 
these  species  in  2008  and  learn  about  33  conservation  recovery  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  prevent  these 
species  from  going  extinct.  It  is  a competitive  event  so  that  the  person  who  sees  and  helps  the  most  species 
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between  January  1 , 2008  and  December  3 1 , 2008  will  win  the  Big  Year  prize.  A kickoff  party  will  be  held 
at  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  on  January  6 at  1 :00  p.m.  Mr.  Plater  stated  that  he  would  be  giving  a presentation 
at  a Department  of  Environment  brown  bag  in  January. 

4.  Implementation  of  San  Francisco’s  phthalate  ban,  discuss  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  families  to 
test  their  home  products  for  the  presence  of  toxic  chemicals,  and  explore  options  for  future  action 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 
STAFF  SPEAKER:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  passage  of  the  Child  Product  Safety  Ordinance  approved  by  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  in  2006  (PDF)  http://www.sfgov.oig/site/upioadedfiies/bdsupvrs/oidinances06/o0i20- 
06.pdf).  The  bill  bans  the  manufacture,  sale,  or  distribution  in  commerce  of  bisphenol-A  and  other  specified 
chemicals  intended  for  use  by  children  under  three  years  of  age.  It  was  stated  that  in  2007,  the  Governor 
signed  into  law  Assembly  Bill  AB  1 108  to  ban  the  use  of  phthalates  from  children’s  products.  The  Toxics 
Reduction  program  and  the  Department  of  Public  Health  are  working  on  San  Francisco’s  role  to  implement 
the  ban. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  whether  local  governments  should  be  regulating  chemicals  and  what  the  state’s  role 
should  be  now  that  it  has  adopted  a similar  ban.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  banned  these  chemicals 
based  on  an  example  of  2005  European  Union  standards.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  state  law  addresses 
phthalates  the  same  way  as  local  government  legislation.  A meeting  will  be  held  with  Supervisor  Alioto 
Pier  to  discuss  revisions  to  the  local  ordinance  to  possibly  delete  the  enforcement  section,  as  the  state  would 
be  in  charge  of  enforcement  theoretically. 

Phthalates  are  in  soft  plastics,  they  are  not  on  the  label,  and  you  can’t  see  or  smell  them  so  a method  of 
detection  is  required.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  and  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  to  test  products  to  determine  if  they  have  phthalates,  and  notify  retailers,  but  the  capacity 
to  test  every  product  is  not  yet  possible.  The  weakness  to  this  approach  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  lead 
in  toys  that  we  are  hearing  so  much  about.  The  long-term  vision  is  to  help  retailers  comply,  administer 
testing,  post  results  on  the  web,  and  work  with  retailers  to  comply. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  current  efforts  to  make  parents  feel  confident  that  the  toys  that  are  being  sold  and 
that  they  own  are  safe  through  the  use  of  an  X Ray  Fluorescence  Analyzer  (XRF)  machine  (explanatory 

document:  PowerPoint  http://webl.sfgov.org/site,uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/rneetings/coe/supporting/2007/XRFSlide.ppt).  The  machine 

will  zap  food,  toys,  or  any  item  and  measures  22  different  elements  producing  instant  readouts.  The  focus 
will  be  on  whether  the  item  contains  lead,  mercury,  cadmium,  chromium,  bromine,  chlorine,  and  arsenic.  It 
won’t  tell  you  whether  there  are  phthalates  in  the  product,  but  it  will  tell  you  whether  the  product  is  made  of 
PVC.  Events  around  the  City  are  being  considered  to  allow  parents  to  bring  in  toys  and  measure  them.  The 
challenge  is  what  should  be  done  with  the  information.  There  is  no  way  at  this  time  to  state  whether  a toy  is 
safe  or  not,  so  recommended  actions  to  consider  would  be  to  have  the  parent  bring  the  printout  to  the  toy 
store  and  say  they  shouldn’t  be  selling  it,  or  request  that  legislators  consider  federal  legislation.  The 
Department  will  be  considering  solutions  and  partnering  with  NGO’s  that  are  already  working  on  this 
initiative  to  help  with  public  awareness  and  action.  A discussion  will  be  held  with  Norcal  to  determine 
proper  disposal  methods  if  people  want  to  dispose  of  toys.  Work  is  also  being  done  on  creating  materials  for 
events  to  be  held  in  December  or  January. 
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Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  recommended  (1)  going  to  retail  stores  to  zap  toys  and  then  having  the 
retailers  deal  with  the  manufacturers;  (2)  facilitating  a process  of  action  either  through  manufacturers  or 
elected  officials;  and  (3)  crating  a knowledge  base  after  a toy  has  been  zapped. 

5.  Overview  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  School  Education  Programs  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  (PPT) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site'uploadedfiles/sfenviroraiient/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/SchoolEducatioiiProgramOverviewfoiCommMtg2007.ppt). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Tamar  Hurwitz,  Environmental  Education  Manager  and 
Rachel  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator 

Ms.  Tamar  Hurwitz  introduced  Ms.  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator  and  Ms.  Carridad 
Taber,  School  Education  Intern.  An  informational  report  and  presentation  were  given  on  the  Department’s 
School  Education  Program  intended  to  promote  environmental  awareness  in  kindergarten  tlirough  1 2th  grade 
students  in  San  Francisco’s  public  and  private  schools.  The  Department’s  School  Education  Programs  reach 
approximately  15,000  students  each  year.  Programs  include: 

(1)  Food  to  Flowers,  an  innovative  school  lunchroom  composting  program.  San  Francisco  is  the 
first  city  in  the  state  to  put  the  green  cart  into  the  schools  so  that  kids  can  compost  their  leftover 
lunches.  The  program  includes  a mascot  “Phoebe  the  Phoenix”  that  goes  to  elementary  school 
assemblies  to  teach  kids  about  composting  and  recycling.  The  program  provides  teaching  methods, 
assemblies,  free  materials  in  various  languages,  behavior  modification,  lesson  pl&ns,  and  student  fact 
sheets.  Kids  are  invited  to  participate  and  are  taught  to  love  and  protect  nature  through  paying 
attention  to  materials  that  are  used  in  daily  lives.  Kids  are  also  given  the  opportunity  to  be  compost 
monitors.  Food  to  Flowers  is  funded  partly  by  the  Altamont  Education  Fund  and  part  of  the  funding 
is  to  give  a stipend  to  custodians  who  help  the  program  succeed  in  schools.  The  average  school 
diversion  rate  is  55%;  some  schools  are  at  60%,  a few  at  70%;  one  school  is  at  97%.  Information  is 
shared  with  other  cities  around  the  state  and  is  a model  for  others  to  follow. 

(2)  Water  pollution  prevention  and  conservation  lessons.  Sixty  classroom  presentations  are  provided 
each  year  specifically  with  fifth  grade  students  with  funding  from  SFPUC/BERM.  The  lessons 
reference  work  from  the  Toxics  Reduction  program.  Students  learn  about  water  conservation  and 
preventing  water  pollution. 

(3)  Promotion  of  school  gardens — member  of  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance.  Ms. 
Pomerantz  is  the  Department’s  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  representative. 

(4)  Stop  litter  assemblies  for  all  K-12  schools  in  partnership  with  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

(5)  Field  trip  sponsors  (to  SCRAP,  Gardens  for  the  Environment,  Conservatory  of  Flowers,  Transfer 
Station  and  Pier  96  Recycling  Center). 

(6)  Teacher  workshops  on  environmental  education  and  school  awards  ceremonies  to  honor 
excellence  of  environmental  education  in  schools;  and 


(7)  Kids’  website  and  resource  library  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment  school  education 
website. 
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Ms.  Pomerantz  reported  that  the  School  Education's  food-related  teaching  materials  are  now  available  on 
the  Museum  of  African  Diaspora's  website,  in  support  of  its  Hungry  Planet  exhibit. 

Commissioner  Mok  stated  that  he  had  met  with  South  Bay  Mayors  who  referenced  the  program  on  the 
Department’s  website  and  had  requested  additional  information.  A request  was  made  for  Ms.  Hurwitz  to 
attend  a future  meeting  to  discuss  the  program. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  inquired  about  program  funding.  Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  the  program  is 
funded  through  the  Impound  Account,  in  part  by  the  Toxics  program,  and  the  Altamont  Education  Fund. 
Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  it  was  the  school’s  responsibility  to  raise  funding  for  the 
programs.  Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  the  programs  that  the  Department  offers  to  the  schools  are  free. 

6.  Greening  of  Schoolyards  in  San  Francisco  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKER:  Arden  Bucklin-Sporer,  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  Executive  Director 


Ms.  Arden  Bucklin-Sporer  introduced  Ms.  Rachel  Pringle,  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance 
(SFGSA)  Program  Manager.  It  was  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  came  about  as 
a result  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  Tule  Elk  Park  Child  Development  Center, 
which  has  a green  schoolyard  and  integrates  environmental  education  into  its  early  childhood  curriculum.  It 
was  felt  that  more  students  in  San  Francisco  should  have  access  to  similar  types  of  programs  in  public 
schools.  The  SFGSA  started  to  attend  SFUSD  Prop  A city  school  bond  meetings  and  secured  $2  million  in 
November  2003  for  schoolyard  greening  and  have  secured  an  additional  $5  million  in  Prop  A bond  funding 
in  2006  for  a total  of  $7  million  for  greening  schoolyards. 

The  SFGSA  supports  schoolyard  transformations  from  ordinary  asphalt  yards  into  ecologically  rich  green 
spaces  for  learning  and  play.  The  Alliance  has  just  gone  through  a community  process  with  stakeholders  in 
attendance  to  provide  the  lead  in  greening  the  schoolyards.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  the  Alliance  is 
fortunate  in  having  the  Department  as  a Board  member  and  is  thankful  for  their  support.  In  addition  to 
providing  grants  to  school  garden  programs;  (e.g.,  Willie  Brown  Jr.  Academy)  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  also  has  been  extremely  supportive  of  past  conferences  and  is  one  of  the  Alliance’s  most 
active  members.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  links  to  the  green  schoolyard  program  through  their  food 
to  flowers  composting  program.  In  addition  to  greening  schoolyards,  the  Alliance  provides  teachers  with 
guidance  on  building  environmental  outdoor  classrooms  and  teaching  them  how  to  be  naturalists  so  they 
can  inspire  the  children.  The  SFGSA  has  many  partners  to  provide  input,  has  a close  relationship  with  the 
school  district,  and  works  closely  with  bond  management  staff. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  number  of  school  gardens.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  reported  that  there 
are  30-35  total  gardens.  Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  the  goal  is  to  have  100%.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated 
that  the  Alliance  does  not  impose  a garden  on  a school  and  provides  support  to  those  schools  and  principals 
who  are  interested.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  reported  that  Willie  Brown  Jr.  Academy  has  one  of  the  best 
gardens  that  had  been  supported  last  year  by  a Department  of  the  Environment  grant. 

Commissioner  King  commended  the  program  and  (1)  inquired  about  funding  garden  coordinators  and  (2) 
stressed  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  gardens.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  having  a garden 
coordinator  is  a wonderful  concept  but  is  not  something  that  every  school  can  raise  money  for.  It  was  stated 
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that  a parent  association  has  the  capacity  to  raise  money  to  bring  enrichment  programs  to  the  school  that 
may  include  gardens.  Some  schools  directly  write  grants  and  others  are  lucky  enough  to  receive  a 
Department  of  the  Environment  grant.  Volunteers  or  teachers  may  offer  their  services;  e.g.,  Cesar  Chavez 
School  has  a teacher  that  coordinates  their  garden  program.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  gardens  are 
maintained  by  students,  teachers,  parents,  and  neighbors  as  there  is  no  additional  funding  for  maintenance. 

President  Pelosi  asked  in  what  ways  the  Department  and  the  SFGSA  could  link  their  programs.  Ms. 
Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  it  would  be  a good  idea  to  spend  time  brainstorming  how  this  can  be  further 
achieved.  The  Department  already  supports  SFGSA  to  a great  extent,  but  it  could  be  further  developed. 

Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  the  Department  is  supporting  the  SFGSA  by  being  a member  and  having  Ms. 

Rachel  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator  as  one  of  the  steering  group  committee  members. 
Additionally,  the  School  Education  program  has  a variety  of  classroom  curriculum  that  has  been  created  for 
teachers  to  use  when  teaching  students  about  garden/food  production  issue's.  Fact  sheets  written  include: 
How  Does  your  Garden  Grow?  Gardening  with  Less  Water;  The  Power  of  Pollinators;  Local  Food  is  Good 
Food;  as  well  as  lesson  plans  on  plant  adaptation  and  composting  with  worms.  Additionally,  schools  are 
told  that  with  the  Food  to  Flowers!  lunchroom  composting  program  they  have  access  to  free  compost  if  they 
need  it  for  their  school  garden  or  planter  boxes.  This  helps  students  make  the  connection  between  using  the 
green  cart  in  their  cafeteria  and  having  those  food  scraps  get  turned  into  compost  that  can  help  grow  food  in 
their  school  gardens. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Andre  Bisquera,  Vice  Chair,  San  Francisco  Chapter  Surfrider  discussed  a program 
“Plant  Don't  Pave”  that  decreases  water  runoff  into  storm  drains  by  removing  non-permeable  surfaces  and 
replacing  them  with  permeable  surfaces.  The  program  targets  home  owners  in  the  Outer  Sunset  and 
Richmond  districts  and  is  another  option  to  help  in  waste  water  management  that  involves  private  citizens. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  will  be  hearing  a presentation  on  the  Wastewater 
Master  Plan  at  their  November  1 9 meeting  and  invited  Mr.  Bisquera  to  attend. 

7.  Challenges  and  Changes  to  School  Lunch  Nutrition  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Paula  Jones,  San  Francisco  Food  Systems  Director  and 
School  Health  Program  Representative 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  has  held  several  meetings  on  the  Department’s 
food  policy  for  the  City.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  and  stakeholders  are  reviewing  nutritional 
content,  source,  and  the  packaging  that  food  comes  in,  which  is  often  times  not  recyclable.  Director 
Blumenfeld  introduced  the  speaker  for  today’s  meeting,  Ms.  Paula  Jones,  San  Francisco  Food  Systems 
Director  and  School  Health  Program  Representative. 

Ms.  Jones  reported  that  there  is  a lot  of  positive  movement  and  a lot  of  challenges  to  the  school  nutrition 
program.  It  was  stated  that  the  School  Nutritional  Services  Department  is  the  most  important  food  service 
operation  in  the  City  that  serves  the  most  people,  primarily  children  from  low-income  households.  Today, 
they  serve  about  5500  breakfasts,  23,000  lunches  and  5500  snacks.  The  most  impact  to  the  system  can  be 
made  by  working  strategically  with  the  School  Nutritional  Services  Department.  There  are  103  school  sites 
and  at  this  time,  12  have  cooking  kitchens.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  the  school  kitchens  were  dismantled  in 
the  1980’s  because  of  a cut  in  federal  funding  for  maintenance  and  lack  of  upgrades  to  kitchen  equipment. 
The  12  cooking  kitchens  can  procure  food  on  their  own,  and  they  do  have  staff  to  cook.  The  rest  of  the 
schools  are  getting  food  from  a national  organization,  Preferred  Meal  Systems  that  provides  about  a million 
meals  a day  cross-country. 
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School  Lunch  Program  Operation.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  the  program  is  funded  entirely  through 
federal  and  state  reimbursements  based  on  the  income  eligibility  of  the  family,  that  is  pegged  to  the  poverty 
standard  in  the  U.S.  For  school  lunches,  if  a family  of  four’s  income  is  about  185%  of  poverty  ($26,845 
annually)  then  their  children  qualify  for  a free  lunch.  In  order  to  qualify  for  a reduced  lunch  fee  status,  a 
family  of  four’s  income  must  be  $38,000.  The  California  Budget  Project  estimated  that  it  takes  about 
$60,000  to  $70,000  for  a family  of  four  living  in  San  Francisco,  which  explains  the  gap.  The  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  has  a great  policy  where  they  will  not  deny  a child  a meal.  This  policy 
costs  about  half-a-million  dollars  a year  and  is  an  unfunded  mandate  incurred  by  the  Student  Nutritional 
Services.  The  Student  Nutritional  Services  Department  is  involved  in  operations  and  not  curriculum,  and  is 
looked  at  as  a department  that  must  balance  its  budget. 

In  order  for  families  to  qualify  for  a free  or  reduced  fee  lunch,  families  must  fill  out  applications  in  order  to 
determine  their  eligibility;  however  it  is  a challenge  to  get  everyone  to  fill  out  the  forms.  If  a family  is 
food-stamp  eligible,  they  are  automatically  eligible  for  a school  lunch.  However,  the  program  is 
underutilized  and  does  not  capture  all  of  the  families  that  would  be  eligible.  There  are  55%  of  the  families 
that  were  eligible  for  a free  and  reduced  lunch,  and  at  this  point,  there  are  13,000  children  that  do  not  have 
an  application  on  file.  If  those  children  show  up  for  a free  lunch,  the  funding  source  would  come  from  the 
cost  of  the  children  who  filled  out  an  application.  The  federal  government’s  reimbursement  is  $2.47  for  a 
lunch;  breakfast  has  a different  rate  and  so  does  a snack.  The  state  just  increased  their  amount  to  21  cents, 
so  the  total  reimbursement  is  $2.68  which  has  to  cover  everything-the  food,  the  labor,  and  the  overhead 
cost.  One  dollar  of  that  amount  is  for  food  costs.  There  are  strict  requirements  for  what  entree  has  to  be 
served  (a  certain  amount  of  protein,  carbohydrates,  and  fruits  and  vegetables).  What  is  left  is  about  .14 
cents  for  a piece  of  fruit. 

Challenges.  Ms.  Jones  explained  that  one  of  the  biggest  challenges  is  that  the  program  is  completely 
under- funded.  The  reimbursement  rate  in  California  for  San  Francisco  schools  is  the  same  as  the  48  states 
in  the  United  States.  The  only  two  states  that  receive  a higher  reimbursement  are  Alaska  and  Hawaii.  The 
other  challenge  includes  lack  of  management  staff.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  she  works  with  an  organization, 
San  Francisco  Food  Systems  working  with  city  agencies  around  food  policy  and  programs.  Previously 
there  were  12  management  staff;  now  there  are  two.  Changes  are  being  pushed  for;  but  there  is  not  enough 
funding  or  staff  to  keep  it  operational.  Another  challenge  is  getting  qualified  students  to  return  their 
application  for  a free  or  reduced-fee  lunch.  If  not  enough  applications  are  received,  summer  free  and 
reduced-fee  lunch  program  sites  could  be  lost.  In  addition,  technology  throughout  the  district  is  antiquated. 
A request  has  been  made  for  funding  to  install  a Point  of  Sale  system  (POS)  where  every  child  would  have 
a meal  card  with  something  embedded  whether  they  are  free  and  reduced.  If  every  school  site  had  the  POS 
system  and  every  child  had  a meal  card,  cash  would  not  have  to  be  collected  at  the  school  site  and  would 
result  in  cash-handling  security,  and  children  with  free  and  reduced  cards  could  be  readily  identified. 
Installing  this  system  could  bring  about  cost  savings  throughout  the  district. 

Opportunities.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  an  SFUSD  Nutrition  Committee  was  formed  in  2003  and  extended 
an  invitation  for  anyone  to  become  involved  in  Committee  activities  and  meetings.  There  are  also  school 
meals  and  wellness  policy  subcommittees.  The  school  meals  work  as  a system  so  a school  site  can  not  do 
something  different  to  their  site  independent  of  the  system.  The  only  school  sites  that  you  can  potentially 
do  something  different  in  are  the  12  cooking  kitchens.  Ms.  Jones  discussed  opportunities  with  the  Farm 
Bill’s  programs  that  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  have  increased  funding  for  to  bring  additional  fruits  and 
vegetables  into  the  school.  One  of  the  programs  is  called  the  Fresh 'Fruit  and  Vegetable  program  which  has 
never  previously  been  available  in  California.  The  program  would  give  cash  directly  to  the  schools  to 
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purchase  fruit  and  vegetables.  The  other  program  is  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Fresh.  Last  year  it 
brought  in  $8000  worth  of  fruit  to  the  School  District,  which  is  significant.  It  is  hoped  that  more  will  be 
forthcoming  from  the  Farm  Bill  in  order  to  provide  fruits  and  vegetables.  In  addition,  the  Mayor  as  well  as 
the  Department  of  Children  Youth  and  their  Families  (DCYF)  has  funded  half  a million  dollars  to  roll  out 
salad  bars  at  25  schools.  There  are  probably  about  14  now.  Ms.  Jones  is  working  with  SFUSD  and  the 
produce  districts  on  the  procurement  side  to  determine  where  the  food  is  coming  from  and  trace  production 
practices.  Ms.  Jones  discussed  writing  grants  to  expand  the  “grab  and  go”  breakfast  program  and  partnering 
with  businesses  to  see  if  more  fruits  can  go  into  the  breakfast  program  through  corporate  partners.  A 
description  was  given  of  the  Harvest  of  the  Month  and  Chef  in  the  Classroom  programs. 

Long  range  planning  process.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  a long-range  planning  process  is  being  worked  on 
to  determine  what  should  be  achieved  and  what  the  related  costs  would  be.  It  was  stated  that  funding  would 
be  requested  from  Prop  H bonds  to  fund  the  school  district’s  programs;  e.g.,  continuation  of  the  salad  bar 
program,  to  buy  equipment,  and  for  the  POS  system.  The  Superintendent  of  Schools  will  put  both  requests 
forward  in  a proposal  to  the  Prop  H Committee  on  December  1 . Ms.  Jones  asked  for  the  Commission’s 
support  of  the  proposal  by  way  of  writing  a letter  of  support;  however,  the  Commission  does  not  meet  until 
January  which  is  after  the  December  meeting  on  the  proposal. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  is  working  with  the  new  Superintendent  of  Schools  to  create  a Director 
of  Sustainability  position  for  the  Unified  School  District  that  would  coordinate  school  gardens,  facilities 
management,  water  usage,  energy  efficiency,  nutrition,  and  other  related  programs.  Commissioner  King 
discussed  serving  food  grown  in  the  school  gardens  and  trading  varieties  of  food  between  schools.  Ms. 
Jones  stated  that  would  require  additional  funding,  more  kitchens,  and  people  involved  in  figuring  out  how 
to  serve  food  that  is  grown  for  school  lunches. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  (1)  there  was  a goal  to  bring  back  the  kitchens,  (2)  to  create  a central  kitchen 
and  satellites,  and  (3)  if  there  had  been  outreach  to  the  restaurant  association  to  offer  a contribution.  Ms. 
Jones  stated  that  the  immediate  goal  is  to  keep  the  12  existing  kitchens  and  getting  a chef  on  board  to 
revamp  the  recipes.  Ms.  Jones  indicated  that  she  had  taken  restaurant  tours  and  talked  to  groups  connected 
with  the  restaurant  industry.  It  was  stated  that  part  of  the  long  range  planning  process  is  to  see  what  is 
possible.  What  is  being  done  now  is  outsourcing  to  a major  national  food  service  company.  A lot  more 
funding  would  be  required  to  staff  more  kitchens,  and  at  this  time,  there  is  not  enough  funding  to  increase 
the  quality  of  the  food.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  about  packaging  and  whether  reusable  trays,  silver  and 
plates  are  being  used.  Ms.  Jones  stated  that  individual  packaging  is  the  current  method,  trays  for  the  salads 
are  compostable,  but  the  forks  are  not  compostable.  There  are  no  dishwashers  so  metal  is  not  being  used. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  children  bring  in  their  own  utensils.  Ms.  Jones  stated  that  would  take  a 
lot  of  coordination  to  make  that  work. 

Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  she  had  suggested  to  Student  Nutrition  Services  that  consideration  be  given  to 
making  their  food  packaging  more  recyclable  and/or  compostable.  The  milk  containers  had  been  switched 
from  milk  pouches  in  plastic  bags  to  milk  cartons  that  are  compostable.  The  trays  are  either  recyclable  or 
compostable,  and  students  are  being  trained  on  identifying  what  is  compostable/recyclable.  However,  most 
of  the  items  are  still  disposable  and  not  reusable  with  the  exception  of  some  of  the  aluminum  trays  that  are 
j being  recycled.  Ms.  Hurwitz  discussed  methods  of  raising  money  for  dishwashers  through  grants  and 
through  the  long-range  planning  process.  Ms.  Jones  invited  the  Commissioners  and  staff  to  be  part  of  the 
long-range  planning  process. 
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Vice-President  Wald  suggested  using  the  City  Purchasing  Department  in  order  to  combine  the  purchasing 
power  of  all  city  institutions  to  purchase/produce  more  and  provide  better  quality  food  and 
compostable/recyclable  items.  Ms.  Jones  stated  she  is  working  with  the  interagency  sustainable  food 
working  group  to  review  purchasing  methods,  costs,  products  purchased  and  source. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  (1)  supports  the  effort  to  hire  a Sustainability  Coordinator;  and  (2) 
suggested  adding  wildlife,  water  quality  and  conservation,  and  nutrition  to  the  schoolhouse  curriculum. 

8.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/stte/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2007/l  11407SecretarvReport.pdf. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  a 2008  Commission  and  Committee 
Meeting  Schedule  was  included  in  the  packet  and  had  been  emailed  to  all  Commissioners.  It  was  stated 
that  Commission  Bylaws  call  for  officer  nominations  and  elections  to  be  held  at  a regular  meeting  in 
November;  however  since  this  is  a special  rescheduled  meeting,  nominations  and  elections  will  be  heard 
at  the  January  meeting.  Commissioners  were  asked  to  express  their  interest  in  office  during  New 
Business.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  AB48  on  hazardous  waste  was  vetoed  by  the  Governor  on  October  13. 

Correspondence  received  included  a memo  from  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  the  City’s  Response  and 
Activities  to  the  Cosco  Busan  Oil  Spill;  an  email  from  Ms.  Lisa  Gautier  regarding  the  immediate  oil 
spill  remediation  solution,  and  a memo  to  all  City  and  County  Commissions  from  the  Bayview  Hunters 
Point  Project  Area  Committee  expressing  their  support  of  the  joint  stadium  and  Hunters  Point  shipyard 
project. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  on  the  Cosco  Busan  Oil  Spill  stating  that  the  Coast  Guard  reported  that 
there  had  been  14,000  gallons  of  oil  spilled,  and  it  turned  out  to  be  58,000  gallons  of  water  spilled.  The 
Department  donated  about  400  oil  mats,  sent  Kevin  Drew  to  the  Unified  Command,  and  worked  with 
Aquarium  of  the  Bay  to  set  a training  protocol  for  volunteers.  It  was  stated  that  there  was  a lack  of  clear 
understanding  and  information  to  the  public  on  how  people  could  get  involved.  It  was  recommended 
that  there  be  a separate  Commission  established  to  develop  an  oil  spill  response  plan  and  to  conduct 
regular  volunteer  trainings  on  dealing  with  oil  spills  and  birds.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  has 
been  contacted  in  order  to  set  up  a set  of  protocols  for  future  actions.  It  was  stated  that  the  crab  season 
has  been  closed;  the  oyster  fishery  is  in  jeopardy,  and  long-term  impacts  on  marine  life  will  have  to  be 
assessed. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Andre  Bisquera  stated  that  Surfrider  did  not  endorse  unofficial  cleanups  from  the 
oil  spill.  The  organization  worked  closely  with  the  National  Park  Service  who  requested  that  they  not 
tell  volunteers  to  clean  up  the  oil.  Surfrider  officially  endorsed  cleaning  up  the  beaches  only  when  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  got  involved  with  “Kill  the  Spill,”  which  is  a grassroots  organization 
created  in  response  to  the  oil  spill  and  provide  training  classes.  Mr.  Bisquera  stated  that  Surfrider  would 
like  to  purchase  some  hair  mats  for  the  clean  up  and  asked  if  the  Department  and  Surfrider  could  work 
together  and  buy  in  bulk  to  save  on  the  expense.  Mr.  Bisquera  also  inquired  about  the  status  of  the 
Ocean  Beach  Task  Force.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Ocean  Beach  is  being  refocused  on,  as  it  is 
the  most  neglected  of  all  GGNRA  properties. 


Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation.  See  Commission  Secretary  Report  explanatory  document  above. 
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9.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  highlighted  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  October  16,  2007  and 
announced  that  the  next  meeting  would  be  held  on  Wednesday,  January  16,  2008,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

Commissioner  Mok  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  heard  an  informational  report  on  the 
closure  of  the  Mirant  Potrero  Hill  power  plant  and  replacement  of  the  plant  with  the  San  Francisco 
Electric  Reliability  Project  installation.  It  was  stated  that  there  was  public  in  attendance  that  spoke 
in  opposition  to  the  project  because  of  community  health  impacts  that  could  result,  and  it  was 
requested  that  greener  alternatives  be  considered.  Additional  topics  heard  at  the  October  16  meeting 
included  informational  reports  on  the  School  Education  program,  compostable  bag  update,  and  the 
Department’s  financial  report. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  at  the  October  22  meeting,  a discussion  was 
held  on  Urban  Environmental  Accord  17  as  it  relates  to  promoting  and  supporting  locally  grown 
organic  food.  Dr.  Chris  Geiger  and  Ms.  Paula  Jones  discussed  the  SFUSD  budget  and  the  need  for  a 
citywide  food  policy.  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  November  19  meeting  would  include  an 
informational  report  by  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  on  congestion  pricing 
and  an  update  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan. 

11.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word) 

httD://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uDloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/suDDortina/2007/DirectorsReDortNovem  ber2007.doc 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  presented  updates  on  SFE  administrative 
and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air,  Climate 
Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld’ s report  on  Department  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  was  included 
in  the  Commission  Meeting  packet  (see  link  above  for  additional  information).  Highlights  discussed 
included: 

• Clean  Air  Program  continued  to  manage  the  citywide  implementation  of  biodiesel  (B20)  and  is  pleased  to 
report  that  as  of  November  7th,  2007,  75%  of  the  city's  diesel  fleet  uses  B20  (including  349  MUNI 
revenue  diesel  buses).  The  goal  of  100%  will  be  reached  before  the  scheduled  target  date. 

• Reached  1,000-mark  for  restaurant  visits  in  connection  with  food-ware  ordinance.  Seventy-seven 
percent  of  restaurants  are  no  longer  using  styrofoam  and  66%  are  no  longer  using  other  non- 
recyclable/compostable  containers.  ABC  News  7 ran  a story  on  our  food  ware  ordinance 
outreach  efforts.  We  also  visited  their  station  to  improve  their  recycling.  Convinced  Costco  to 
stop  selling  non-compostable  foam-insulated  cups  in  San  Francisco. 

• The  Bayview  Hunters  Point  farmers’  market  has  completed  its  operations  at  Mendell  Plaza  for 
the  2007  season.  We  celebrated  the  end  of  the  season  with  a series  of  cooking  demonstrations, 
children’s  activities  and  live  music  performances.  We  are  looking  forward  to  working  with  local 
non-profit  organizations  and  continuing  the  farmers’  market  operations  next  spring. 

• Energy  Watch:  Small  Business  program  has  installed  4.5  million  kWh  of  savings. 

• Door-knocking  top  10%  of  worst  offenders  to  educate/help  these  customers  use  their  green  carts. 
Sending  a letter  and  detailed  blue/green  cart  information  to  “offending”/  contaminated  cart 
customers  in  addition  to  putting  stickers  on  the  bins. 
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• Working  on  an  ordinance  for  businesses  with  more  than  ten  employees  to  offer  employees  pre- 
tax commuter  benefits. 

• Met  with  Starbucks  and  received  commitment  that  all  of  their  San  Francisco  stores  with  separate 
refuse  service  will  be  on  the  composting  program  by  the  end  of  the  year.  We  will  train  their  staff. 

• Registered  8 transporters  under  the  C&D  ordinance,  approved  a demolition  debris  recovery  plan 
final  report  for  a warehouse  with  a 95%  diversion  rate  and  visited  14  constructions  sites 
unannounced. 

12.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  Commissioner  King  announced  that  while  grocery 
shopping,  he  had  seen  a lot  of  displays  for  reusable  bags.  A discussion  was  held  on  reusable  designer  bags 
becoming  available.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  the  success  of  the  Department’s  ecological 
restoration  day  at  Yerba  Buena  Island.  It  was  announced  that  Clipper  Cove  Beach  is  now  one  of  the 
beaches  closed  because  of  the  oil  spill  and  people  are  not  allowed  access.  Residents  say  that  they  have  seen 
no  cleanup  activity  on  Clipper  Cove  Beach  or  on  the  west  side  of  Yerba  Buena  Island  where  the  tide  pools 
are. 

Public  Comment:  Unidentified  Public  Speaker  inquired  about  the  plastic  bag  ordinance  kick-off  party. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  party  would  still  be  held. 

13.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  on  (1)  the 
Department’s  position  on  the  San  Francisco  Electric  Reliability  project  installation  and  how  it  was 
influenced  by  the  public  in  attendance  at  the  Operations  Committee  meeting  who  were  mostly  against  the 
installation;  and  (2)  the  Department  is  currently  working  with  Supervisor  Sandoval  on  the  solar  initiative. 

14.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion).  Commissioners  Martin  and  Gravanis 
asked  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  November  meeting  consider  resolutions  (1)  supporting  the  green 
roof  bus  shelter  project  and  (2)  the  GGNRA  “Big  Year”  project.  These  two  resolutions  would  be  forwarded 
to  the  Commission  to  consider  at  their  January  meeting  if  approved  by  the  Policy  Committee.  President 
Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  there  may  be  future  special  community  meetings  scheduled  on  the  solar  initiative 
legislation.  Commissioner  Gravanis  expressed  her  interest  in  Commission  office.  Commissioner  Mok 
asked  for  Commissioner’s  interest  in  joining  an  ICG  Green  Committee.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
a Festival  of  Sail  will  be  coming  to  San  Francisco  Bay  next  year  and  asked  for  the  Department’s  future 
involvement  in  making  it  a zero  waste  event. 

15.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

16.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:38  p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (I)  the  Commission 's  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 
a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission 's  website  at  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_meeting.asp7icN61004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by 
each  agenda  item  above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fishdvsfeov.ore.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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*The  Tuesday,  November  27,  2007,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Commission  meeting  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416 
was  RESCHEDULED  to  NOVEMBER  14,  2007  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Women’s  Building,  3543  18,h  Street. 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.  (President);  Johanna  Wald  (Vice  President),  Ruth 
Gravanis,  Angelo  King,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin,  Alan  Mok,  and  Darian  Rodriguez  Heyman 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Commission  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m. 

Present:  President  Pelosi  Jr.  (5:35  p.m.),  Vice-President  Wald  (5:10  p.m.),  Commissioners  Gravanis,  King 
(5:30  p.m.),  Martin,  Mok,  and  Rodriguez  Heyman.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  and 
second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Commissioner  Gravanis  was  elected  Chair  for  the  meeting  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok  and  Rodriguez  Heyman;  Absent:  Commissioners  King,  Pelosi  Jr., 
and  Wald). 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  25,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  and  October  2,  2007 
Special  Meeting  Retreat  (Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Mok,  the  September  25,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES: 
Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok,  Rodriguez  Heyman,  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioners  King  and 
Pelosi  Jr.)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the 
October  2,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin,  Mok, 
Rodriguez  Heyman  and  Wald;  Absent:  Commissioners  King  and  Pelosi  Jr.).  (Explanatory  Documents: 
Approved  Minutes  of  the  September  25,  2007  Regular  Commission  Meeting  (HTML)) 
http://sfgov.org/sit©,sfenvironiTient_page.asp?id=68978  and  October  2,  2007  Special  Meeting  Retreat  (HTML) 

http://sfgov.org/site'sfenvironmentj)age.asp?id=69897) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  Mr.  Brent  Plater,  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)  Big  Year  www.ggnrabigyear.org  requested  that  the  Commission  consider  a 
Resolution  to  support  the  Big  Year  project  and  provided  background  information.  It  was  stated  that  the 
GGNRA  has  more  endangered  species  than  any  other  national  park  in  Continental  North  America.  Mr. 
Plater  indicated  that  people  would  be  taken  out  on  guided  trips  to  GGNRA  habitats  to  see  every  one  of 
these  species  in  2008  and  learn  about  33  conservation  recovery  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  prevent  these 
species  from  going  extinct.  It  is  a competitive  event  so  that  the  person  who  sees  and  helps  the  most  species 
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between  January  1 , 2008  and  December  3 1 , 2008  will  win  the  Big  Year  prize.  A kickoff  party  will  be  held 
at  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  on  January  6 at  1 :00  p.m.  Mr.  Plater  stated  that  he  would  be  giving  a presentation 
at  a Department  of  Environment  brown  bag  in  January. 

4.  Implementation  of  San  Francisco's  phthalate  ban,  discuss  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  families  to 
test  their  home  products  for  the  presence  of  toxic  chemicals,  and  explore  options  for  future  action 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  President  Paul  Pelosi  Jr. 
STAFF  SPEAKER:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  passage  of  the  Child  Product  Safety  Ordinance  approved  by  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  in  2006  (PDF)  httP://www.sfgov.org/site'upioadedfiies/bdsuPvrs/ordinances06/o0i20- 
06.pdf).  The  bill  bans  the  manufacture,  sale,  or  distribution  in  commerce  of  bisphenol-A  and  other  specified 
chemicals  intended  for  use  by  children  under  three  years  of  age.  It  was  stated  that  in  2007,  the  Governor 
signed  into  law  Assembly  Bill  AB  1 108  to  ban  the  use  of  phthalates  from  children’s  products.  The  Toxics 
Reduction  program  and  the  Department  of  Public  Health  are  working  on  San  Francisco’s  role  to  implement 
the  ban. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  whether  local  governments  should  be  regulating  chemicals  and  what  the  state’s  role 
should  be  now  that  it  has  adopted  a similar  ban.  It  was  stated  that  San  Francisco  banned  these  chemicals 
based  on  an  example  of  2005  European  Union  standards.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  state  law  addresses 
phthalates  the  same  way  as  local  government  legislation.  A meeting  will  be  held  with  Supervisor  Alioto 
Pier  to  discuss  revisions  to  the  local  ordinance  to  possibly  delete  the  enforcement  section,  as  the  state  would 
be  in  charge  of  enforcement  theoretically. 

Phthalates  are  in  soft  plastics,  they  are  not  on  the  label,  and  you  can’t  see  or  smell  them  so  a method  of 
detection  is  required.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  and  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  to  test  products  to  determine  if  they  have  phthalates,  and  notify  retailers,  but  the  capacity 
to  test  every  product  is  not  yet  possible.  The  weakness  to  this  approach  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  lead 
in  toys  that  we  are  hearing  so  much  about.  The  long-term  vision  is  to  help  retailers  comply,  administer 
testing,  post  results  on  the  web,  and  work  with  retailers  to  comply. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  current  efforts  to  make  parents  feel  confident  that  the  toys  that  are  being  sold  and 
that  they  own  are  safe  through  the  use  of  an  X Ray  Fluorescence  Analyzer  (XRF)  machine  (explanatory 

document:  PowerPoint  httP://webi.sfgov  .org/site'uPloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/suPPorting/2007/XRFSIide.PPt).  The  machine 

will  zap  food,  toys,  or  any  item  and  measures  22  different  elements  producing  instant  readouts.  The  focus 
will  be  on  whether  the  item  contains  lead,  mercury,  cadmium,  chromium,  bromine,  chlorine,  and  arsenic.  It 
won’t  tell  you  whether  there  are  phthalates  in  the  product,  but  it  will  tell  you  whether  the  product  is  made  of 
PVC.  Events  around  the  City  are  being  considered  to  allow  parents  to  bring  in  toys  and  measure  them.  The 
challenge  is  what  should  be  done  with  the  information.  There  is  no  way  at  this  time  to  state  whether  a toy  is 
safe  or  not,  so  recommended  actions  to  consider  would  be  to  have  the  parent  bring  the  printout  to  the  toy 
store  and  say  they  shouldn’t  be  selling  it,  or  request  that  legislators  consider  federal  legislation.  The 
Department  will  be  considering  solutions  and  partnering  with  NGO’s  that  are  already  working  on  this 
initiative  to  help  with  public  awareness  and  action.  A discussion  will  be  held  with  Norcal  to  determine 
proper  disposal  methods  if  people  want  to  dispose  of  toys.  Work  is  also  being  done  on  creating  materials  for  ; 
events  to  be  held  in  December  or  January. 
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Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  recommended  (1)  going  to  retail  stores  to  zap  toys  and  then  having  the 
retailers  deal  with  the  manufacturers;  (2)  facilitating  a process  of  action  either  through  manufacturers  or 
elected  officials;  and  (3)  crating  a knowledge  base  after  a toy  has  been  zapped. 

5.  Overview  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment’s  School  Education  Programs  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation  (PPT) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site,uploadedfiles/sfenvironinent/meetings/coe/supportin&'2007/SchoolEducationProgramOverviewforCommV1tg2007.ppt). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Tamar  Hurwitz,  Environmental  Education  Manager  and 
Rachel  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator 

Ms.  Tamar  Hurwitz  introduced  Ms.  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator  and  Ms.  Carridad 
Taber,  School  Education  Intern.  An  informational  report  and  presentation  were  given  on  the  Department’s 
School  Education  Program  intended  to  promote  environmental  awareness  in  kindergarten  through  1 2lh  grade 
students  in  San  Francisco’s  public  and  private  schools.  The  Department’s  School  Education  Programs  reach 
approximately  15,000  students  each  year.  Programs  include: 

(1)  Food  to  Flowers,  an  innovative  school  lunchroom  composting  program.  San  Francisco  is  the 
first  city  in  the  state  to  put  the  green  cart  into  the  schools  so  that  kids  can  compost  their  leftover 
lunches.  The  program  includes  a mascot  “Phoebe  the  Phoenix”  that  goes  to  elementary  school 
assemblies  to  teach  kids  about  composting  and  recycling.  The  program  provides  teaching  methods, 
assemblies,  free  materials  in  various  languages,  behavior  modification,  lesson  plans,  and  student  fact 
sheets.  Kids  are  invited  to  participate  and  are  taught  to  love  and  protect  nature  through  paying 
attention  to  materials  that  are  used  in  daily  lives.  Kids  are  also  given  the  opportunity  to  be  compost 
monitors.  Food  to  Flowers  is  funded  partly  by  the  Altamont  Education  Fund  and  part  of  the  funding 
is  to  give  a stipend  to  custodians  who  help  the  program  succeed  in  schools.  The  average  school 
diversion  rate  is  55%;  some  schools  are  at  60%,  a few  at  70%;  one  school  is  at  97%.  Information  is 
shared  with  other  cities  around  the  state  and  is  a model  for  others  to  follow. 

(2)  Water  pollution  prevention  and  conservation  lessons.  Sixty  classroom  presentations  are  provided 
each  year  specifically  with  fifth  grade  students  with  funding  from  SFPUC/BERM.  The  lessons 
reference  work  from  the  Toxics  Reduction  program.  Students  learn  about  water  conservation  and 
preventing  water  pollution. 

(3)  Promotion  of  school  gardens — member  of  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance.  Ms. 
Pomerantz  is  the  Department’s  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  representative. 

(4)  Stop  litter  assemblies  for  all  K-12  schools  in  partnership  with  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

(5)  Field  trip  sponsors  (to  SCRAP,  Gardens  for  the  Environment,  Conservatory'  of  Flowers,  Transfer 
Station  and  Pier  96  Recycling  Center). 

(6)  Teacher  workshops  on  environmental  education  and  school  awards  ceremonies  to  honor 
excellence  of  environmental  education  in  schools;  and 


(7)  Kids’  website  and  resource  library  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment  school  education 
website. 
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Ms.  Pomerantz  reported  that  the  School  Education's  food-related  teaching  materials  are  now  available  on 
the  Museum  of  African  Diaspora's  website,  in  support  of  its  Hungry  Planet  exhibit. 

Commissioner  Mok  stated  that  he  had  met  with  South  Bay  Mayors  who  referenced  the  program  on  the 
Department’s  website  and  had  requested  additional  information.  A request  was  made  for  Ms.  Hurwitz  to 
attend  a future  meeting  to  discuss  the  program. 

Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  inquired  about  program  funding.  Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  the  program  is 
funded  through  the  Impound  Account,  in  part  by  the  Toxics  program,  and  the  Altamont  Education  Fund. 
Commissioner  Rodriguez  Heyman  asked  if  it  was  the  school’s  responsibility  to  raise  funding  for  the 
programs.  Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  the  programs  that  the  Department  offers  to  the  schools  are  free. 

6.  Greening  of  Schoolyards  in  San  Francisco  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKER:  Arden  Bucklin-Sporer,  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  Executive  Director 


Ms.  Arden  Bucklin-Sporer  introduced  Ms.  Rachel  Pringle,  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance 
(SFGSA)  Program  Manager.  It  was  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance  came  about  as 
a result  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  Tule  Elk  Park  Child  Development  Center, 
which  has  a green  schoolyard  and  integrates  environmental  education  into  its  early  childhood  curriculum.  It 
was  felt  that  more  students  in  San  Francisco  should  have  access  to  similar  types  of  programs  in  public 
schools.  The  SFGSA  started  to  attend  SFUSD  Prop  A city  school  bond  meetings  and  secured  $2  million  in 
November  2003  for  schoolyard  greening  and  have  secured  an  additional  $5  million  in  Prop  A bond  funding 
in  2006  for  a total  of  $7  million  for  greening  schoolyards. 

The  SFGSA  supports  schoolyard  transformations  from  ordinary  asphalt  yards  into  ecologically  rich  green 
spaces  for  learning  and  play.  The  Alliance  has  just  gone  through  a community  process  with  stakeholders  in 
attendance  to  provide  the  lead  in  greening  the  schoolyards.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  the  Alliance  is 
fortunate  in  having  the  Department  as  a Board  member  and  is  thankful  for  their  support.  In  addition  to 
providing  grants  to  school  garden  programs;  (e.g.,  Willie  Brown  Jr.  Academy)  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  also  has  been  extremely  supportive  of  past  conferences  and  is  one  of  the  Alliance’s  most 
active  members.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  links  to  the  green  schoolyard  program  through  their  food 
to  flowers  composting  program.  In  addition  to  greening  schoolyards,  the  Alliance  provides  teachers  with 
guidance  on  building  environmental  outdoor  classrooms  and  teaching  them  how  to  be  naturalists  so  they 
can  inspire  the  children.  The  SFGSA  has  many  partners  to  provide  input,  has  a close  relationship  with  the 
school  district,  and  works  closely  with  bond  management  staff. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  number  of  school  gardens.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  reported  that  there 
are  30-35  total  gardens.  Vice-President  Wald  asked  if  the  goal  is  to  have  100%.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated 
that  the  Alliance  does  not  impose  a garden  on  a school  and  provides  support  to  those  schools  and  principals 
who  are  interested.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  reported  that  Willie  Brown  Jr.  Academy  has  one  of  the  best 
gardens  that  had  been  supported  last  year  by  a Department  of  the  Environment  grant. 

Commissioner  King  commended  the  program  and  ( 1 ) inquired  about  funding  garden  coordinators  and  (2) 
stressed  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  gardens.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  having  a garden 
coordinator  is  a wonderful  concept  but  is  not  something  that  every  school  can  raise  money  for.  It  was  stated 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
November  14,  2007  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
Page  5 


that  a parent  association  has  the  capacity  to  raise  money  to  bring  enrichment  programs  to  the  school  that 
may  include  gardens.  Some  schools  directly  write  grants  and  others  are  lucky  enough  to  receive  a 
Department  of  the  Environment  grant.  Volunteers  or  teachers  may  offer  their  services;  e.g.,  Cesar  Chavez 
School  has  a teacher  that  coordinates  their  garden  program.  Ms.  Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  gardens  are 
maintained  by  students,  teachers,  parents,  and  neighbors  as  there  is  no  additional  funding  for  maintenance. 

President  Pelosi  asked  in  what  ways  the  Department  and  the  SFGSA  could  link  their  programs.  Ms. 
Bucklin-Sporer  stated  that  it  would  be  a good  idea  to  spend  time  brainstorming  how  this  can  be  further 
achieved.  The  Department  already  supports  SFGSA  to  a great  extent,  but  it  could  be  further  developed. 

Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  the  Department  is  supporting  the  SFGSA  by  being  a member  and  having  Ms. 

Rachel  Pomerantz,  Environmental  Education  Coordinator  as  one  of  the  steering  group  committee  members. 
Additionally,  the  School  Education  program  has  a variety  of  classroom  curriculum  that  has  been  created  for 
teachers  to  use  when  teaching  students  about  garden/food  production  issues.  Fact  sheets  written  include: 
How  Does  your  Garden  Grow?  Gardening  with  Less  Water;  The  Power  of  Pollinators;  Local  Food  is  Good 
Food;  as  well  as  lesson  plans  on  plant  adaptation  and  composting  with  worms.  Additionally,  schools  are 
told  that  with  the  Food  to  Flowers!  lunchroom  composting  program  they  have  access  to  free  compost  if  they 
need  it  for  their  school  garden  or  planter  boxes.  This  helps  students  make  the  connection  between  using  the 
green  cart  in  their  cafeteria  and  having  those  food  scraps  get  turned  into  compost  that  can  help  grow  food  in 
their  school  gardens. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Andre  Bisquera,  Vice  Chair,  San  Francisco  Chapter  Surfrider  discussed  a program 
“Plant  Don't  Pave”  that  decreases  water  runoff  into  storm  drains  by  removing  non-permeable  surfaces  and 
replacing  them  with  permeable  surfaces.  The  program  targets  home  owners  in  the  Outer  Sunset  and 
Richmond  districts  and  is  another  option  to  help  in  waste  water  management  that  involves  private  citizens. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Policy  Committee  will  be  hearing  a presentation  on  the  Wastewater 
Master  Plan  at  their  November  19  meeting  and  invited  Mr.  Bisquera  to  attend. 

7.  Challenges  and  Changes  to  School  Lunch  Nutrition  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Paula  Jones,  San  Francisco  Food  Systems  Director  and 
School  Health  Program  Representative 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Policy  Committee  has  held  several  meetings  on  the  Department’s 
food  policy  for  the  City.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  and  stakeholders  are  reviewing  nutritional 
content,  source,  and  the  packaging  that  food  comes  in,  which  is  often  times  not  recyclable.  Director 
Blumenfeld  introduced  the  speaker  for  today’s  meeting,  Ms.  Paula  Jones,  San  Francisco  Food  Systems 
Director  and  School  Health  Program  Representative. 

Ms.  Jones  reported  that  there  is  a lot  of  positive  movement  and  a lot  of  challenges  to  the  school  nutrition 
program.  It  was  stated  that  the  School  Nutritional  Services  Department  is  the  most  important  food  service 
operation  in  the  City  that  serves  the  most  people,  primarily  children  from  low-income  households.  Today, 
they  serve  about  5500  breakfasts,  23,000  lunches  and  5500  snacks.  The  most  impact  to  the  system  can  be 
made  by  working  strategically  with  the  School  Nutritional  Services  Department.  There  are  103  school  sites 
and  at  this  time,  12  have  cooking  kitchens.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  the  school  kitchens  were  dismantled  in 
the  1980’s  because  of  a cut  in  federal  funding  for  maintenance  and  lack  of  upgrades  to  kitchen  equipment. 
The  12  cooking  kitchens  can  procure  food  on  their  own,  and  they  do  have  staff  to  cook.  The  rest  of  the 
schools  are  getting  food  from  a national  organization,  Preferred  Meal  Systems  that  provides  about  a million 
meals  a day  cross-country. 
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School  Lunch  Program  Operation.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  the  program  is  funded  entirely  through 
federal  and  state  reimbursements  based  on  the  income  eligibility  of  the  family  that  is  pegged  to  the  poverty 
standard  in  the  U.S.  For  school  lunches,  if  a family  of  four’s  income  is  about  1 85%  of  poverty  ($26,845 
annually)  then  their  children  qualify  for  a free  lunch.  In  order  to  qualify  for  a reduced  lunch  fee  status,  a 
family  of  four’s  income  must  be  $38,000.  The  California  Budget  Project  estimated  that  it  takes  about 
$60,000  to  $70,000  for  a family  of  four  living  in  San  Francisco,  which  explains  the  gap.  The  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  has  a great  policy  where  they  will  not  deny  a child  a meal.  This  policy 
costs  about  half-a-million  dollars  a year  and  is  an  unfunded  mandate  incurred  by  the  Student  Nutritional 
Services.  The  Student  Nutritional  Services  Department  is  involved  in  operations  and  not  curriculum,  and  is 
looked  at  as  a department  that  must  balance  its  budget. 

In  order  for  families  to  qualify  for  a free  or  reduced  fee  lunch,  families  must  fill  out  applications  in  order  to 
determine  their  eligibility;  however  it  is  a challenge  to  get  everyone  to  fill  out  the  forms.  If  a family  is 
food-stamp  eligible,  they  are  automatically  eligible  for  a school  lunch.  However,  the  program  is 
underutilized  and  does  not  capture  all  of  the  families  that  would  be  eligible.  There  are  55%  of  the  families 
that  were  eligible  for  a free  and  reduced  lunch,  and  at  this  point,  there  are  13,000  children  that  do  not  have 
an  application  on  file.  If  those  children  show  up  for  a free  lunch,  the  funding  source  would  come  from  the 
cost  of  the  children  who  filled  out  an  application.  The  federal  government’s  reimbursement  is  $2.47  for  a 
lunch;  breakfast  has  a different  rate  and  so  does  a snack.  The  state  just  increased  their  amount  to  21  cents, 
so  the  total  reimbursement  is  $2.68  which  has  to  cover  everything-the  food,  the  labor,  and  the  overhead 
cost.  One  dollar  of  that  amount  is  for  food  costs.  There  are  strict  requirements  for  what  entree  has  to  be 
served  (a  certain  amount  of  protein,  carbohydrates,  and  fruits  and  vegetables).  What  is  left  is  about  .14 
cents  for  a piece  of  fruit. 

Challenges.  Ms.  Jones  explained  that  one  of  the  biggest  challenges  is  that  the  program  is  completely 
under-funded.  The  reimbursement  rate  in  California  for  San  Francisco  schools  is  the  same  as  the  48  states 
in  the  United  States.  The  only  two  states  that  receive  a higher  reimbursement  are  Alaska  and  Hawaii.  The 
other  challenge  includes  lack  of  management  staff.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  she  works  with  an  organization, 
San  Francisco  Food  Systems  working  with  city  agencies  around  food  policy  and  programs.  Previously 
there  were  12  management  staff;  now  there  are  two.  Changes  are  being  pushed  for;  but  there  is  not  enough 
funding  or  staff  to  keep  it  operational.  Another  challenge  is  getting  qualified  students  to  return  their 
application  for  a free  or  reduced-fee  lunch.  If  not  enough  applications  are  received,  summer  free  and 
reduced-fee  lunch  program  sites  could  be  lost.  In  addition,  technology  throughout  the  district  is  antiquated. 
A request  has  been  made  for  funding  to  install  a Point  of  Sale  system  (POS)  where  every  child  would  have 
a meal  card  with  something  embedded  whether  they  are  free  and  reduced.  If  every  school  site  had  the  POS 
system  and  every  child  had  a meal  card,  cash  would  not  have  to  be  collected  at  the  school  site  and  would 
result  in  cash-handling  security,  and  children  with  free  and  reduced  cards  could  be  readily  identified. 
Installing  this  system  could  bring  about  cost  savings  throughout  the  district. 

Opportunities.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  an  SFUSD  Nutrition  Committee  was  formed  in  2003  and  extended 
an  invitation  for  anyone  to  become  involved  in  Committee  activities  and  meetings.  There  are  also  school 
meals  and  wellness  policy  subcommittees.  The  school  meals  work  as  a system  so  a school  site  can  not  do 
something  different  to  their  site  independent  of  the  system.  The  only  school  sites  that  you  can  potentially 
do  something  different  in  are  the  12  cooking  kitchens.  Ms.  Jones  discussed  opportunities  with  the  Farm 
Bill’s  programs  that  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  have  increased  funding  for  to  bring  additional  fruits  and 
vegetables  into  the  school.  One  of  the  programs  is  called  the  Fresh  Fruit  and  Vegetable  program  which  has 
never  previously  been  available  in  California.  The  program  would  give  cash  directly  to  the  schools  to 
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purchase  fruit  and  vegetables.  The  other  program  is  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Fresh.  Last  year  it 
brought  in  $8000  worth  of  fruit  to  the  School  District,  which  is  significant.  It  is  hoped  that  more  will  be 
forthcoming  from  the  Farm  Bill  in  order  to  provide  fruits  and  vegetables.  In  addition,  the  Mayor  as  well  as 
the  Department  of  Children  Youth  and  their  Families  (DCYF)  has  funded  half  a million  dollars  to  roll  out 
salad  bars  at  25  schools.  There  are  probably  about  14  now.  Ms.  Jones  is  working  with  SFUSD  and  the 
produce  districts  on  the  procurement  side  to  determine  where  the  food  is  coming  from  and  trace  production 
practices.  Ms.  Jones  discussed  writing  grants  to  expand  the  “grab  and  go”  breakfast  program  and  partnering 
with  businesses  to  see  if  more  fruits  can  go  into  the  breakfast  program  through  corporate  partners.  A 
description  was  given  of  the  Harvest  of  the  Month  and  Chef  in  the  Classroom  programs. 

Long  range  planning  process.  Ms.  Jones  reported  that  a long-range  planning  process  is  being  worked  on 
to  determine  what  should  be  achieved  and  what  the  related  costs  would  be.  It  was  stated  that  funding  would 
be  requested  from  Prop  H bonds  to  fund  the  school  district’s  programs;  e.g.,  continuation  of  the  salad  bar 
program,  to  buy  equipment,  and  for  the  POS  system.  The  Superintendent  of  Schools  will  put  both  requests 
forward  in  a proposal  to  the  Prop  H Committee  on  December  1 . Ms.  Jones  asked  for  the  Commission’s 
support  of  the  proposal  by  way  of  writing  a letter  of  support;  however,  the  Commission  does  not  meet  until 
January  which  is  after  the  December  meeting  on  the  proposal. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  is  working  with  the  new  Superintendent  of  Schools  to  create  a Director 
of  Sustainability  position  for  the  Unified  School  District  that  would  coordinate  school  gardens,  facilities 
management,  water  usage,  energy  efficiency,  nutrition,  and  other  related  programs.  Commissioner  King 
discussed  serving  food  grown  in  the  school  gardens  and  trading  varieties  of  food  between  schools.  Ms. 
Jones  stated  that  would  require  additional  funding,  more  kitchens,  and  people  involved  in  figuring  out  how 
to  serve  food  that  is  grown  for  school  lunches. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  (1)  there  was  a goal  to  bring  back  the  kitchens,  (2)  to  create  a central  kitchen 
and  satellites,  and  (3)  if  there  had  been  outreach  to  the  restaurant  association  to  offer  a contribution.  Ms. 
Jones  stated  that  the  immediate  goal  is  to  keep  the  12  existing  kitchens  and  getting  a chef  on  board  to 
revamp  the  recipes.  Ms.  Jones  indicated  that  she  had  taken  restaurant  tours  and  talked  to  groups  connected 
with  the  restaurant  industry.  It  was  stated  that  part  of  the  long  range  planning  process  is  to  see  what  is 
possible.  What  is  being  done  now  is  outsourcing  to  a major  national  food  service  company.  A lot  more 
funding  would  be  required  to  staff  more  kitchens,  and  at  this  time,  there  is  not  enough  funding  to  increase 
the  quality  of  the  food.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  about  packaging  and  whether  reusable  trays,  silver  and 
plates  are  being  used.  Ms.  Jones  stated  that  individual  packaging  is  the  current  method,  trays  for  the  salads 
are  compostable,  but  the  forks  are  not  compostable.  There  are  no  dishwashers  so  metal  is  not  being  used. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  children  bring  in  their  own  utensils.  Ms.  Jones  stated  that  would  take  a 
lot  of  coordination  to  make  that  work. 

Ms.  Hurwitz  stated  that  she  had  suggested  to  Student  Nutrition  Services  that  consideration  be  given  to 
making  their  food  packaging  more  recyclable  and/or  compostable.  The  milk  containers  had  been  switched 
from  milk  pouches  in  plastic  bags  to  milk  cartons  that  are  compostable.  The  trays  are  either  recyclable  or 
compostable,  and  students  are  being  trained  on  identifying  what  is  compostable/recyclable.  However,  most 
of  the  items  are  still  disposable  and  not  reusable  with  the  exception  of  some  of  the  aluminum  trays  that  are 
being  recycled.  Ms.  Hurwitz  discussed  methods  of  raising  money  for  dishwashers  through  grants  and 
through  the  long-range  planning  process.  Ms.  Jones  invited  the  Commissioners  and  staff  to  be  part  of  the 
long-range  planning  process. 
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Vice-President  Wald  suggested  using  the  City  Purchasing  Department  in  order  to  combine  the  purchasing 
power  of  all  city  institutions  to  purchase/produce  more  and  provide  better  quality  food  and 
compostable/recyclable  items.  Ms.  Jones  stated  she  is  working  with  the  interagency  sustainable  food 
working  group  to  review  purchasing  methods,  costs,  products  purchased  and  source. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  (1)  supports  the  effort  to  hire  a Sustainability  Coordinator;  and  (2) 
suggested  adding  wildlife,  water  quality  and  conservation,  and  nutrition  to  the  schoolhouse  curriculum. 

8.  Commission  Secretary’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.Org/siteyuploadedfiles/sfenvirorunent/meetings/coe/suDDorting/2007/l  1 1407SecretarvReport.pdf. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

Communications  and  Correspondence.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  a 2008  Commission  and  Committee 
Meeting  Schedule  was  included  in  the  packet  and  had  been  emailed  to  all  Commissioners.  It  was  stated 
that  Commission  Bylaws  call  for  officer  nominations  and  elections  to  be  held  at  a regular  meeting  in 
November;  however  since  this  is  a special  rescheduled  meeting,  nominations  and  elections  will  be  heard 
at  the  January  meeting.  Commissioners  were  asked  to  express  their  interest  in  office  during  New 
Business.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  AB48  on  hazardous  waste  was  vetoed  by  the  Governor  on  October  13. 

Correspondence  received  included  a memo  from  the  Mayor’s  Office  on  the  City’s  Response  and 
Activities  to  the  Cosco  Busan  Oil  Spill;  an  email  from  Ms.  Lisa  Gautier  regarding  the  immediate  oil 
spill  remediation  solution,  and  a memo  to  all  City  and  County  Commissions  from  the  Bayview  Hunters 
Point  Project  Area  Committee  expressing  their  support  of  the  joint  stadium  and  Hunters  Point  shipyard 
project. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  on  the  Cosco  Busan  Oil  Spill  stating  that  the  Coast  Guard  reported  that 
there  had  been  14,000  gallons  of  oil  spilled,  and  it  turned  out  to  be  58,000  gallons  of  water  spilled.  The 
Department  donated  about  400  oil  mats,  sent  Kevin  Drew  to  the  Unified  Command,  and  worked  with 
Aquarium  of  the  Bay  to  set  a training  protocol  for  volunteers.  It  was  stated  that  there  was  a lack  of  clear 
understanding  and  information  to  the  public  on  how  people  could  get  involved.  It  was  recommended 
that  there  be  a separate  Commission  established  to  develop  an  oil  spill  response  plan  and  to  conduct 
regular  volunteer  trainings  on  dealing  with  oil  spills  and  birds.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  has 
been  contacted  in  order  to  set  up  a set  of  protocols  for  future  actions.  It  was  stated  that  the  crab  season 
has  been  closed;  the  oyster  fishery  is  in  jeopardy,  and  long-term  impacts  on  marine  life  will  have  to  be 
assessed. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Andre  Bisquera  stated  that  Surfrider  did  not  endorse  unofficial  cleanups  from  the 
oil  spill.  The  organization  worked  closely  with  the  National  Park  Service  who  requested  that  they  not 
tell  volunteers  to  clean  up  the  oil.  Surfrider  officially  endorsed  cleaning  up  the  beaches  only  when  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  got  involved  with  “Kill  the  Spill,”  which  is  a grassroots  organization 
created  in  response  to  the  oil  spill  and  provide  training  classes.  Mr.  Bisquera  stated  that  Surfrider  would 
like  to  purchase  some  hair  mats  for  the  clean  up  and  asked  if  the  Department  and  Surfrider  could  work 
together  and  buy  in  bulk  to  save  on  the  expense.  Mr.  Bisquera  also  inquired  about  the  status  of  the 
Ocean  Beach  Task  Force.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Ocean  Beach  is  being  refocused  on,  as  it  is 
the  most  neglected  of  all  GGNRA  properties. 

Update  on  Pending  City  Legislation.  See  Commission  Secretary  Report  explanatory  document  above. 


| Commission  on  the  Environment 
I November  14,  2007  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
« Page  9 


9.  Operations  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chair’s  Report:  Commissioner  Mok  highlighted  the  meeting  of  Wednesday,  October  16,  2007  and 
announced  that  the  next  meeting  would  be  held  on  Wednesday,  January  16,  2008,  at  4:00  p.m.,  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

Commissioner  Mok  reported  that  the  Operations  Committee  heard  an  informational  report  on  the 
closure  of  the  Mirant  Potrero  Hill  power  plant  and  replacement  of  the  plant  with  the  San  Francisco 
Electric  Reliability  Project  installation.  It  was  stated  that  there  was  public  in  attendance  that  spoke 
in  opposition  to  the  project  because  of  community  health  impacts  that  could  result,  and  it  was 
requested  that  greener  alternatives  be  considered.  Additional  topics  heard  at  the  October  16  meeting 
included  informational  reports  on  the  School  Education  program,  compostable  bag  update,  and  the 
Department’s  financial  report. 

10.  Policy  Committee  Report  (Information  and  Discussion) 

■ Chairs  Report:  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  at  the  October  22  meeting,  a discussion  was 
held  on  Urban  Environmental  Accord  1 7 as  it  relates  to  promoting  and  supporting  locally  grown 
organic  food.  Dr.  Chris  Geiger  and  Ms.  Paula  Jones  discussed  the  SFUSD  budget  and  the  need  for  a 
citywide  food  policy.  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  November  19  meeting  would  include  an 
informational  report  by  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  on  congestion  pricing 
and  an  update  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan. 

11.  Director’s  Report  (Information  and  Discussion)  (Word) 

httD://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uDloadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/coe/suoDortina/2007/DirectorsReDortNovem  ber2007.doc 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment  presented  updates  on  SFE  administrative 
and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  Budget  Planning,  Strategic  Planning,  Clean  Air,  Climate 
Division,  Outreach  and  Education  Division,  Environmental  Justice  Division,  Zero  Waste,  Toxics 
Reduction  Program,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Division. 

Director  Blumenfeld’ s report  on  Department  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  was  included 
in  the  Commission  Meeting  packet  (see  link  above  for  additional  information).  Highlights  discussed 
included: 

• Clean  Air  Program  continued  to  manage  the  citywide  implementation  of  biodiesel  (B20)  and  is  pleased  to 
report  that  as  of  November  7th,  2007,  75%  of  the  city's  diesel  fleet  uses  B20  (including  349  MUNI 
revenue  diesel  buses).  The  goal  of  100%  will  be  reached  before  the  scheduled  target  date. 

• Reached  1 ,000-mark  for  restaurant  visits  in  connection  with  food-ware  ordinance.  Seventy-seven 
percent  of  restaurants  are  no  longer  using  styrofoam  and  66%  are  no  longer  using  other  non- 
recyclable/compostable  containers.  ABC  News  7 ran  a story  on  our  food  ware  ordinance 
outreach  efforts.  We  also  visited  their  station  to  improve  their  recycling.  Convinced  Costco  to 
stop  selling  non-compostable  foam-insulated  cups  in  San  Francisco. 

• The  Bayview  Hunters  Point  farmers’  market  has  completed  its  operations  at  Mendell  Plaza  for 
the  2007  season.  We  celebrated  the  end  of  the  season  with  a series  of  cooking  demonstrations, 
children’s  activities  and  live  music  performances.  We  are  looking  forward  to  working  with  local 
non-profit  organizations  and  continuing  the  farmers’  market  operations  next  spring. 

• Energy  Watch:  Small  Business  program  has  installed  4.5  million  kWh  of  savings. 

• Door-knocking  top  10%  of  worst  offenders  to  educate/help  these  customers  use  their  green  carts. 
Sending  a letter  and  detailed  blue/green  cart  information  to  “offending”/  contaminated  cart 
customers  in  addition  to  putting  stickers  on  the  bins. 
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• Working  on  an  ordinance  for  businesses  with  more  than  ten  employees  to  offer  employees  pre- 
tax commuter  benefits. 

• Met  with  Starbucks  and  received  commitment  that  all  of  their  San  Francisco  stores  with  separate 
refuse  service  will  be  on  the  composting  program  by  the  end  of  the  year.  We  will  train  their  staff. 

• Registered  8 transporters  under  the  C&D  ordinance,  approved  a demolition  debris  recovery  plan 
final  report  for  a warehouse  with  a 95%  diversion  rate  and  visited  14  constructions  sites 
unannounced. 

12.  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  Commissioner  King  announced  that  while  grocery 
shopping,  he  had  seen  a lot  of  displays  for  reusable  bags.  A discussion  was  held  on  reusable  designer  bags 
becoming  available.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  the  success  of  the  Department’s  ecological 
restoration  day  at  Yerba  Buena  Island.  It  was  announced  that  Clipper  Cove  Beach  is  now  one  of  the 
beaches  closed  because  of  the  oil  spill  and  people  are  not  allowed  access.  Residents  say  that  they  have  seen 
no  cleanup  activity  on  Clipper  Cove  Beach  or  on  the  west  side  of  Yerba  Buena  Island  where  the  tide  pools 
are. 

Public  Comment:  Unidentified  Public  Speaker  inquired  about  the  plastic  bag  ordinance  kick-off  party. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  party  would  still  be  held. 

13.  President’s  Announcements.  (Information  and  Discussion).  President  Pelosi  Jr.  reported  on  (1)  the 
Department’s  position  on  the  San  Francisco  Electric  Reliability  project  installation  and  how  it  was 
influenced  by  the  public  in  attendance  at  the  Operations  Committee  meeting  who  were  mostly  against  the 
installation;  and  (2)  the  Department  is  currently  working  with  Supervisor  Sandoval  on  the  solar  initiative. 

14.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Information  and  Discussion).  Commissioners  Martin  and  Gravanis 
asked  that  the  Policy  Committee  at  their  November  meeting  consider  resolutions  (1)  supporting  the  green 
roof  bus  shelter  project  and  (2)  the  GGNRA  “Big  Year”  project.  These  two  resolutions  would  be  forwarded 
to  the  Commission  to  consider  at  their  January  meeting  if  approved  by  the  Policy  Committee.  President 
Pelosi  Jr.  stated  that  there  may  be  future  special  community  meetings  scheduled  on  the  solar  initiative 
legislation.  Commissioner  Gravanis  expressed  her  interest  in  Commission  office.  Commissioner  Mok 
asked  for  Commissioner’s  interest  in  joining  an  ICG  Green  Committee.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
a Festival  of  Sail  will  be  coming  to  San  Francisco  Bay  next  year  and  asked  for  the  Department’s  future 
involvement  in  making  it  a zero  waste  event. 

15.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission’s  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today’s  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

16.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  meeting  adjourned  at  7:38  p.m. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission ’s  office,  1 1 Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9 
a.m.  and  5 p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Commission ’s  website  at  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_meeting.asp?id=61004;  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by 
each  agenda  item  above,  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.  FishCdsfeov.ore.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Approved:  January  22,  2008 
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